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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
As a formal discipline. Agricultural Education has been in existence 
at least 60 years and during that time its purpose has changed as the 
society it serves has changed. The original orientation of the disci­
pline was established in the early 1900s at Columbia University. There, 
Education Administration Professor David Snedden taught the social 
efficiency doctrine which included the following premises: 
1. "Dull, routine, factory-type jobs are infinitely more desirable 
than previous types of work because they allow for the improve­
ment of the total lifestyle." 
2. "The group is the primary concern, not the individual. The 
role of the individual is to better serve society and to fit 
within its conventions." 
3. "Society is properly differentiated into socioeconomic classes 
by education." 
4. "The proper education for the privates of industry (blue collar 
workers)...provides for physical training, moral indoctrination, 
job specific skill training, and the rudiments of literary 
education but only to the extent that it is necessary to create 
industrial intelligence among workers." 
5. "The ultimate responsibility of vocational education is to 
produce a productive, happy work force responsible to the needs 
of industry and contributing to the social good" (Camp, 1982, 
p. 37-38). 
Presser, a Ph.D. student under Snedden, took these precepts to 
Washington as the Executive Director of the National Society for the 
Promotion of Industrial Education. Prosser eventually wrote the founding 
legislature for Agricultural Education, the Smith-Hughes Act, and served 
as the first Executive Director of the Federal Board of Vocational 
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Education. Presser was the primary influence when the purpose of 
Agricultural Education was established and he was dedicated to the 
ideals taught by Snedden. According to Camp (1982): 
"(Prossers') early commitment to the Snedden doctrine 
by Social Efficiency as the underlying purpose of 
vocational education never faltered and his career was 
spent in actualizing that theory" (Camp, 1982, p. 36). 
Since these early beginnings, agriculture and society in general 
have changed at a rate that is considered more revolutionary than 
evolutionary. Rural demo graphics have changed to show a picture of 
agriculture that is radically different from even ten years ago. 
Kolmer and Lasley (1983) pointed out that from 1968 to 1979, a dramatic 
increase had occurred in the number of farms in the two size extremes -
very large and very small. At the same time, mid-sized farms (from 50 
to 499 acres) decreased in numbers. Projected to the year 1998, 45% of 
all U.S. farms will be less than 50 acres in size. While very large 
farms (greater than 500 acres) will not be present in large numbers by 
1998, farms with annual sales greater than $40,000 will be responsible 
for more than 80% of all farm sales according to Kolmar and Lasley. 
Analyzing these trends, we see farms being dichotomized into small farms 
operated by part-time or avocational operators and large farms operated 
as commercial business. 
The nature and amount of technology used for agribusiness applica­
tions has undergone great change. Hersh (1983) pointed out that: 
"...two-thirds of the growth in productivity is attributable 
to the combined effects of applied knowledge, new technology. 
3 
and educational experiences of the labor force.... 
In the post industrial age, the difference between 
the haves and the have-nots will be measured in 
terms of technological literacy....Illiteracy may 
cause us to be 'techno-peasants-modern-day serfs, 
nominally free, but disenfranchised by ignorance 
and fear of prevailing technologies'" (Hersh, 1983, 
p. 636-637). 
Hull and Pedrotti stressed the magnitude of the situation: 
"Vocational/Technical education is facing its greatest 
challenge in several decades. Its ability to respond 
properly to this challenge...will determine if the voca­
tional/ technical education community will continue as a 
leading force in meeting the needs of the technological 
education, or remain entrenched in the goals and tech­
nologies of the 1960s and 70s" (Hull and Pedrotti, 1983, 
p. 29). 
These two trends, towards dichotomized farm demographics and towards 
increased technology in agribusiness, have been at the nucleus of the 
intense changes affecting agriculture. Has agricultural education kept 
up with these changes? Some researchers say no. McCracken (1983) 
stated that: 
"Perhaps a reason we are now having difficulty main­
taining certain phases of our program is that society 
may have changed more rapidly than our programs" 
(McCracken, 1983, p. 4). 
The debate on agricultural education's response to these changes has 
been heated and has even lead to an American Vocational Association (AVA) 
reprimand to the protrayers of one point of view. 
Researchers have attempted to discover precisely where changes are 
occurring and how agricultural education should accommodate these 
changes. Stewart et al. (1977) surveyed teachers, teacher educators and 
state supervisors on a national level and developed a list of 14 areas 
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of concern. Lawrence and Mallilo (1981) studied aspects of agricultural 
education in need of greatest change and found 20 such areas. An 
assessment of opinion was conducted during the 1980 National Agricul­
tural Education Seminar in Kansas City, Missouri and 32 prioritized 
issues were identified. 
All of these studies identified concerns resulting from the 
relative changes in aspects of society affected by agricultural 
education. Identifying concerns is only the first step in abating the 
reason for that concern. Sutphin (1981) took the solution further by 
identifying alternative positions under each issue and then surveying 
professionals on a national scale to determine which alternatives were 
acceptable. For example, the 1980 National Agricultural Education 
Seminar identified the issue "Clientele who should be served by Agri­
cultural Education" as an area of national concern. Sutphin then 
developed a list of possible clientele such as rural students, or urban 
students, or out-of-school youth, or students in grades seventh-eighth, 
etc. and conducted a national survey to determine which of these various 
options were acceptable. 
This study contains valuable information and has been given substan­
tial attention as showing the direction of each for the discipline. 
Additional value can be gleaned by conducting additional research on 
these issues. The groups studied by Sutphin were all "in house" groups: 
teachers, teacher-educators and state supervisors. Would different 
results be found if outside groups, such as principals and 
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superintendents, were studied? Determining the views of these two 
additional groups and then discovering which groups differ from other 
groups may be enlightening. 
Some researchers contend that local administrators have more 
influence over local programs than do teacher educators or state 
supervisors. Burnett and Miller (1983) concurred when they stated: 
"The curriculum followed in schools, although not 
totally dictated by local school administrators, 
is greatly affected by their influence. Considering 
the impact of local school administrators on high 
school vocational programs, it was felt that an 
assessment of the attitudes of these groups towards 
vocational programs (specifically vocational agricul­
ture programs) would be of great importance in efforts 
to maintain and/or expand existing programs" (Burnett 
and Miller, 1983, p. 2). 
Other research has shown that local administrators are not in 
agreement with teacher educators about the importance of some facets of 
the local programs. In a Missouri study, Gott (1980) found that 
teacher educators and administrators did not agree on the importance of 
supervised occupational experience programs or on the appropriate role 
of adult/young farmer programs. If teacher educators and administra­
tors disagree on aspects of a local program, and administrators have 
more influence over the program than teacher educators, then teacher 
educators may encounter difficulty when trying to implement their ideas 
in a program. Future directions in agricultural education may be 
implemented with more success if the attitudes of local administrators 
are considered during the conception stage. 
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Many professionals in agricultural education recognize the need 
for studying these selected national issues. After his lengthy study 
of teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors, Sutphin (1981) 
recommended that: 
"The agricultural education profession should develop 
specific efforts to continually study, discuss, and 
identify positions concerning important issues in 
agricultural education—" (Sutphin, 1981, p. 185). 
The American Association of Teacher Educators in Agriculture 
(AATEA) concurred with the above recommendation. A 1983 ad-hoc 
committee formed to study a proposed structure for national leadership 
in agricultural education suggested that: 
"The primary purpose of the proposed structure is to 
foster creative and innovative leadership nationally 
for the improvement of agricultural education....The 
national group must place high priority on...the 
identification of significant national issues and 
concerns, the facilitation of study and discussion of 
the issues, the development and appraisal of alternate 
positions on the issues, and the formulation of 
recommendations for policies and programs that improve 
agricultural education" (AATEA Newsletter, 1983, 
p. 6-7). 
The need to study local program administrators is evident. 
Warmbrod (1979) asserted that: 
"...the profession's actions cannot and should not be 
unilateral; our actions however bold and significant, 
must be in concert with other groups and agencies both 
within and outside of education that have a more than 
passing interest in public education generally and 
agricultural education specifically" (Warmbrod, 1979, 
p. 161). 
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Research reveals that university personnel do not always agree 
with local administrators on agricultural education programs. Gott 
(1980) studied the professional education competencies needed by 
teachers of vocational agriculture in Missouri as perceived by 
teachers, principals, superintendents, teacher educators, and state 
supervisors. He found that these groups did not agree on the importance 
of issues such as program planning, adult farmer education, and super­
vised occupational experience programs. If local administrators and 
university personnel do not agree on issues of concern, the areas of 
disagreement should be identified to allow for greater cooperation in 
local programs. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of acceptance 
among principals and superintendents of the various positions of 
selected national issues in agricultural education. Specific research 
questions were: 
1. What is the level of agreement or disagreement by principals 
towards various positions of selected national issues? 
2. What is the level of agreement or disagreement by superinten­
dents towards various positions of selected national issues? 
3. What is the extent of agreement or disagreement between 
principals and superintendents towards various positions of 
selected national issues? 
4. What is the extent of agreement or disagreement among 
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principals, superintendents, secondary school teachers, 
teacher educators and state supervisors towards various 
positions of selected national issues. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This literature review is presented in two main sections: (1) a 
discussion of major, discipline-wide events which laid the preliminary 
groundwork for this study, and (2) an examination of research and liter­
ature relevant to the individual issues studied. 
Underlying Events 
Central issues, such as agricultural education's scope, direction, 
and clientele have been debated since the discipline was conceived. 
Substantial national efforts to address these issues have occurred only 
recently. Perhaps the landmark event which spurred the current efforts 
was the National Agricultural Education Seminar held in Kansas City, 
Missouri, July 15-18, 1980. This seminar, produced through the combined 
efforts of the United States Office of Education and the Agricultural 
Education Division of the American Vocational Association, sought to 
identify "trends, issues, and new directions affecting agricultural 
education for the remainder of the 20th century" (National Agricultural 
Education Seminar Proceedings, 1980, p. 2). The seminar brought together 
individuals from teacher education, supervision, secondary teaching, 
post-secondary teaching, and agricultural industries. These individuals 
identified and prioritized 32 major issues of concern. The issues deemed 
most worthy of further study were related to six major areas of concern 
in agricultural education in the public school system: program mission. 
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clientele served, program content, supervised occupational experience/ 
practice, the FFA, and the program title (see Appendix E for a listing 
of these issues). 
After these issues were identified and discussed, Sutphin (1981) 
from Ohio State University conducted a literature review to identify 
feasible options under each issue. Alternative position statements 
were validated by a jury of seven experts who were selected by an 
independent third party. The selected issue/position statements were 
then compiled to formulate the Delphi Instrument used in Sutphins' 
study. 
Participants in this national study were not selected at random 
but rather: 
"...were identified from a pool of 146 prospective 
individuals considered to be expert with regard to 
the research question. Presidents of all state 
agricultural teacher associations were asked to 
nominate an expert teacher from their state from 
which 46 usable responses were received. Fifty 
teacher educators were nominated independently by 
the President, President-Elect, and two immediate 
Past Presidents of the American Association of 
Teacher Educators in Agriculture. Head State 
Supervisors were selected by virtue of their 
position" (Sutphin and Newcomb, 1983, p. 54). 
The final questionnaire was completed by 23 teachers, 37 teacher 
educators and 26 state supervisors. The procedures followed in 
gathering data for the study included a modified Delphi Technique: 
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"A modified Delphi technique which employed a series 
of three successive questionnaires was deemed most 
appropriate to determine the extent of acceptance of 
the alternative positions and to determine the impor­
tance of further study and discussion of the issue. 
The first questionnaire of the Delphi process contained 
the list of 79 positions which were developed by the 
researchers and the jury. Respondents were asked to 
agree or disagree and to comment on each alternative 
position. The second questionnaire contained the same 
elements as the previous instrument and, in addition, 
reported to each respondent; (1) the percent of 
panelists in agreement and disagreement with each 
position statement, (b) how the particular respondent 
voted on the previous questionnaire, and (c) a summary 
of the comments concerning each alternative position 
which were provided by round one respondents. 
Subjects were asked to consider the new information 
and to re-evaluate their stance on each alternative 
position using the same process identified for the 
first questionnaire" (Sutphin and Newcomb, 1983, 
p. 55). 
Traditional use of a Delphi technique calls for an open ended 
questionnaire with unstructured responses. Since Sutphin used issue/ 
position statements his technique involved a modified Delphi approach. 
Sutphin (1981) found that, out of the 79 positions studied, all 
participants agreed with 18 or 22.9 percent of the options and all 
participants disagreed with 5 or 6.3 percent of the options. Forty-five 
or 57 percent of the options were supported by 95 percent or more of the 
panelists (see Appendix D for specific percentage agreement on each 
issue). 
The groups studied by Sutphin differed in their opinions about 
several issues. Sutphin recommended that: 
13 
"The agricultural education profession should 
develop specific efforts to continually study, 
discuss, and identify positions concerning 
important issues in agricultural education..." 
(Sutphin, 1981, p. 185). 
The National Agricultural Education Seminar in 1980 and Sutphins' 
study (1981) demonstrate the need to study these issues. Other studies 
indicate the need to study groups outside of the agricultural education 
discipline. Sizer (1984) conducted a national study titled "A Study of 
Schools" jointly sponsored by the National Association of Secondary 
Schools and the National Association of Independent Schools. The 
results of that study, unpublished at the date of this writing but 
reported by the Chronicle of Higher Education (1984), revealed that: 
"For too long faculty members in the schools and 
colleges of education have remained aloof from 
the real world of teaching and the real problems 
of high schools, displaying a 'patronizing 
arrogance toward school people'" (Sizer, 1984, 
p. 15). 
Sizer reported that the current federal movement towards reform in 
education comes from a public discouraged with colleges of education 
and the training they have been giving teachers. Teacher education 
institutions are now seen not as "...part of the solution to the 
schools' problems...(but as)...part of the problem itself..." 
(Chronicle of Higher Education, 1984, p. 15). 
Research also revealed that teacher educators do not always perceive 
the scope, direction and clientele of local programs the same as local 
administrators (Gott, 1980, Burnett and Miller, 1983). Warmbrod (1979) 
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agreed with the need to study groups outside of agricultural education: 
"The professions actions cannot and should not be 
unilateral, our actions however bold and significant, 
must be in concert with other groups and agencies 
both within and outside of education that have a more 
than passing interest in public education generally 
and agricultural education specifically" (Warmbrod, 
1979, p. 161). 
Stewart et al. (1983) indicated the need to study administrators. 
He stated that: 
"...in many ways, the local administrator is the most 
important and influential individual in any school.... 
The nature of the laws governing educational organiza­
tions and the special position the administrator 
occupies provides a means of dominant influence in the 
educational process of the local school" (Stewart et 
al., 1983, p". 22). 
These researchers went on to indicate the lack of attention researchers 
have given administrators. They suggested that: 
"...studies were not found which compared the perceptions 
of administrators with those of agricultural educators 
concerning the pedagogical competencies needed by 
teachers" (Stewart et al., 1983, p. 23). 
They further suggested a need to determine administrators' perceptions 
of issues in agricultural education. They suggested that: 
"The findings of this study indicate that the 
supervised occupational experience program and 
young farmer/adult education were not perceived 
to be as important to administrators as to 
agricultural educators. Therefore, the implica­
tions are clear that additional data must be 
collected to justify continuation of these phases 
of the vocational agriculture program" (Stewart 
et al., 1983, p. 30). 
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Issues 
The purpose of education in agriculture is currently receiving 
considerable attention. The literature reveals that many professionals 
view agricultural education as having one or more of the following four 
purposes: (1) education for individuals seeking skills for employment, 
(2) education for individuals with an avocational interest in agricul­
ture, (3) general education concerning how agriculture impacts society, 
and (4) education for the development of the total individual. 
The founding legislation for vocational agriculture, the 1979 
Smith-Hughes Act, stipulated that vocational agriculture should provide 
training for entry level employment upon graduation from high school. 
Production agriculture, or farming, was the expected area of employment. 
Subsequent legislation such as the Vocational Education Act of 1963 and 
the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 and 1976 broadened the 
purpose of agricultural education to include training for employment in 
other agricultural and agribusiness areas in addition to production 
agriculture (Phipps, 1980). 
Kahler (1980) noted that education for employment has been a long 
standing purpose of agricultural education, "...this function is not 
new, it has been the goal of the vocational agriculture program since 
its conception" (Kahler, 1980, p. 35). The purpose has been changing, 
however. McCracken (1982b) noted: 
"During the early 1960s the profession accepted 
responsibility for preparing students to explore 
and enter occupations related to agricultural 
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production; agricultural mechanics; horticulture; 
agricultural products processing; agricultural 
resource conservation; forestry; and in some 
states, even other areas related to plant and 
animal sciences. In the late 1960s the profession 
adopted the career education movement; providing 
programs for career awareness, career orientation 
and exploration and career preparation. Agricul­
tural education was offered in some states at the 
seventh grade and eighth grade levels with the 
stated purpose of providing career orientation 
and exploration. Programs were also expanded at 
the thirteenth and fourteenth grade levels, in 
post-secondary institutions, for students to 
prepare for middle management and technical-level 
occupations" (McCracken, 1982b, p. 111). 
Espenshied (1961) discovered that parents did not find vocational 
preparation to be the most valuable benefit from participation in a 
vocational agriculture program. Instead, parents found greater benefit 
in the perceived changes in their childrens' work habits, interests, 
and character attributes which contribute success in any occupation. 
Carpenter and Rodgers (1970) contended that the profession needs to 
study the issue of agricultural education's purpose when they stated; 
"...job-specific vs broader-based occupational skills 
geared to individual needs and interests of students 
is the most critical issue concerning vocational 
education in recent times. Much has been written by 
agricultural educators about the need for providing 
students with a basis for upward mobility beyond 
their entry occupations in agriculture" (Carpenter 
and Rodgers, 1970, p. 3). 
Agricultural educators are currently evaluating who should be served 
by their programs. The founding legislation stated the clientele to be 
served was "persons over 14 years of age who have entered upon or who are 
preparing to enter upon the work of the farm or of the farm house" 
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(Smith-Hughes Act, 1917). The 1963 Vocational Education Act expanded 
the number of clientele to be served to include "individuals who are 
preparing or who are already engaged in farm or non-farm agricultural 
occupations" (The Vocational Education Act, 1963). 
Efforts are now underway to again expand the number of groups 
served. Hillison and Surge (1983) noted that agricultural education 
programs are now involving more females. "Female enrollment in all 
levels of agricultural education has increased. The increase has been 
larger than any other vocational service area's increase..." (Hillison 
and Surge, 1983, p. 18). Trotter (1977) conducted a study to determine 
if agricultural education should be taught in Michigan elementary 
schools. He found that a majority of the elementary school teachers 
studied in his stratified random sample would like to teach more agri­
culture but lack the technical information to do so. 
An area of big interest is adult and continuing education. Warmbrod 
(1980) questioned whether the agricultural education discipline should 
continue working primarily with secondary students when he stated; 
"Is the high degree of emphasis on high school 
students likely to continue? Should it continue? 
One can assert with almost surety that, if agri­
cultural education is to maintain its vitality 
in the 1980s much more attention and resources 
must be given to adult education. What adults 
and out of school youths should receive instruc­
tion in agriculture? What programs best serve 
their present and future needs? What qualifi­
cations must teachers possess who teach adults? 
The answers to these and other questions could 
well determine the future of agricultural education 
in the 1980s" (Warmbrod, 1980, p. 8). 
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Adult education had been a part of early agricultural education 
programs, but it has become less emphasized recently. Horner (1979) 
stressed the need to develop this program area when he wrote: 
"The years of growth in continuing education for 
adult and young farmers was commendable. However 
the current demise is deplorable,...Vocational 
education should be serving at least ten percent 
(of the adult population) instead of the current 
four percent....Practically no off-farm adult 
education is offered" (Horner, 1979, p. 5). 
Programs to teach adults have been declining while the number of 
adults requesting education has increased: Love notes: 
"Older adults are growing in number. They have 
been neglected more than any other group we are 
attempting to serve at the local level. They 
represent an untapped resource in education. 
They seek to be useful rather than neglected" 
(Love, 1980, p. 40). 
Warmbrod (1980), speaking at the 1980 National Agricultural Educa­
tion Seminar, also stressed the need to include this clientele: 
"In view of what we have heard during the seminar about 
population shifts, it seems to me that it is imperative 
that adult education receive our immediate attention" 
(Warmbrod, 1980, p. 67). 
Miller (1979) agreed: 
"The need for training and retraining through continuing 
education is a conclusion not arrived at frivolously. If 
vocational agriculture does not respond to this need; 
rest assured other will identify it and expand to serve 
the agri-industry" (Miller, 1979, p. 101). 
A dichotomous change in farm demographics also affects the clientele 
served by agricultural education. According to Kolmer and Lasley (1982), 
by 1998, 45% of all United States farms will be less than 50 acres in 
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size, and farms greater than 500 acres in size will be responsible for 
more than 80% of all farm sales. The historical family farm, the 
traditional group served by agricultural education, will become scarce. 
During the 1980 National Agricultural Education Seminar, Rober (1980), 
Senior Vice President of the Federal Land Bank of Omaha, stated that 
agricultural education should serve the part-time farmer. Rober (1980) 
further stated: 
"These two groups of people have different goals, 
different paths to be followed, different problems 
to be solved, and different needs to be met....Who's 
going to help part-time farmers? (Agricultural 
Education) better pay pretty close attention to 
these part-time farmers because I'm afraid that 
agribusiness isn't going to do much for them" 
(Rober, 1980, pp. 20-21). 
McCracken and Newcomb (1982) agreed with Rober when they observed: 
"Another type of farmer will exist in the future 
and will be in need of assistance from agricul­
tural educators. The 'living on a little land' 
or rural living idea will be an increasing 
phenomenon. These 'farmers' will occupy poten­
tially productive agricultural land and can 
produce food for themselves and others if they 
are trained to utilize their available resources" 
(McCracken and Newcomb, 1982, p. 3). 
Kahler (1980) addressing the 1980 National Agricultural Education 
Seminar stated: 
"...somewhere in the (agricultural education) 
program, three functions must be performed....(One) 
of these functions should be that of providing 
opportunities for avocational coursework at all 
education levels so that students and adults may 
take agricultural courses or study agricultural 
subjects of interest to them" (Kahler, 1980, 
p. 35). 
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Miller (1979) agreed with Kahler when he wrote: 
"...numerous enrollees in adult classes in produc­
tion agriculture are part-time farmers. Substantial 
numbers of adults are also interested in enrolling 
to pursue and develop their creative talents. Voca­
tional agriculture has much to offer, even to those 
looking for knowledge and skills which can provide 
therapeutic or hobby interests. Vocational agricul­
tural education and legislation should seek to 
fulfill these needs as well" (Miller, 1979, p. 119). 
Other agricultural educators disagree with the need to work with 
this avocational adult group. Lee (1981) observed little impact from 
"the rural living idea" because the persons involved are seeking a way 
of life rather than a serious role in agricultural production. When 
Sutphin (1981) conducted his delphi study of vocational agriculture 
teachers, teacher educators and state supervisors, he found 95% of the 
individuals studied felt agricultural education should be serving adults 
seeking employment in occupations requiring knowledge and skill in agri­
culture. Agricultural educators did not favor serving adults other than 
those seeking employment. Fifty-seven percent of the agricultural 
educators surveyed felt agricultural education should serve out-of-
school youth or adults who desire knowledge and skill in agriculture for 
personal reasons, and only 37% of the agricultural educators surveyed 
felt agricultural education should provide general education of an 
avocational nature. 
Persons and Scarborough (1982) noted that the problems concerned 
with serving the adult clientele lie more with local administrators 
than with teacher educators. He stated that: 
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"There are probably more serious issues to be 
considered in the organization, financing, and 
supervision of instructional programs for out-
of-school youth and adults than there are in 
the training of teachers" (Persons and 
Scarborough, 1982, p. 309). 
Persons (1980) also indicated the urgency of deciding whether or 
not to serve the adult clientele through vocational agriculture programs 
when he observed: 
"If (agricultural educators) decide to do nothing 
about strengthening the national approach to adult 
education - an approach that will require a shift 
in both young farmer and adult programs to an 
emphasis on the economic reality of the times -
then adult education beyond the 80s will not be 
a part of agricultural education" (Persons, 1980, 
p. 59). 
Miller (1979) stated that "any school district that can justify a high 
school program of vocational agriculture...can undoubtedly justify a 
continuous education program" (Miller, 1979, p. 101). 
McCracken (1983) stated: 
"It is time to re-emphasize the total 'community 
vocational agriculture program' that includes 
quality secondary, post-secondary, young farmer, 
adult and agriculture management classes" 
(McCracken, 1983, p. 4). 
Marvin (1983) noted that teacher educators may not be preparing teachers 
for the special delivery systems needed for adults. These delivery 
systems include immediate application of knowledge and an emphasis on 
the cognitive domain. 
Agricultural educators are finding a need to study the content of 
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local programs as agricultural endeavors change. Mallory (1980) 
stressed the need to study these questions when he queried: 
"Because of the knowledge explosion and the 
growing pressure on schools to include more 
and more in the curriculum, we have to ask 
ourselves what we want the schools to look 
like in the future. Can we, realistically, 
meet every expectation?" (Mallory, 1980, p. 
14). 
Some educators suggest technical specialization to counter the 
problems brought on by the information age. The seven specialization 
areas suggested by some educators are: production agriculture, 
ornamental horticulture, agricultural mechanics, agricultural products, 
agricultural supplies and services, forestry, and agricultural (natural) 
resources (Martin and Berkey, 1982). 
McCracken (1982a), however, adds a caveat that brings a new dimen­
sion to traditional high school teaching. "It is increasingly important, 
however, to prepare specialists who also have a general knowledge of 
agriculture" (McCracken, 1982a, p. 125). He further stated that general 
knowledge is important in our post industrial society, because: 
"Increasingly, proficiency in modern agriculture 
requires more mental acumen than manual skill. 
Thus the ability to interpret and apply a basic 
principle becomes more strategic than the ability 
to execute a specific skill" (McCracken, 1982a, 
p. 126). 
The call to teach more than manual skills has been with agricultural 
education since its earlier days. Lancelot (1944) stated: 
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"Knowledge, notwithstanding its great value to people 
generally, is not to be regarded as an end in educa­
tion, but simply as a means to other ends which lie 
beyond. It is those ends which are valuable, rather 
than the knowledge itself; and, unfortunately, pupils 
can, and often do, acquire knowledge without attaining 
the ends at all" (Lancelot, 1944, p. 21). 
Hersh (1983), while describing high school vocational programs, 
agreed with the need for a general approach to vocational education: 
"...technological literacy means possession of the 
necessary abilities to engage in complex thinking, 
i.e., the possession of an appropriate fund of 
knowledge and the skills to tap a continuously 
changing information base" (Hersh, 1983, p. 637) . 
Bottoms (1983) stressed the need for a gestalt approach, and pointed out 
that increasingly, skilled workers must understand the whole process, 
and many more workers will have to have broader scientific and technical 
knowledge than they need today. McCormick and Peterson (1982) agreed 
with Bottoms when they observed: 
"Future curricula in technical agriculture must 
provide greater emphasis on basic agricultural 
science principles and their application to the 
real world. It is imperative that courses in 
technical agriculture stress basic scientific 
concepts, principles, and relationships germane 
to an indepth understanding of all major fields 
of agricultural subject matter" (McCormick and 
Peterson, 1982, p. 68). 
McCracken (1983) quotes a 1957 report that seems to predict the concern 
for an approach other than a skills approach: 
"We have already tried to go further than we can 
go in making teachers of agriculture purveyors of 
small bits of technical information and teachers 
of small skills to an ever-growing constituency. 
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The end of the road we are traveling is a 
dead end. We shall, sooner or later, have 
to retrace our steps" (McCracken, 1983, p. 7). 
Along with the shift towards more generality in technical areas, 
some researchers feel agricultural education should stress less 
technical education in whatever mode it is presented. McCracken (1983) 
discounted competency-based education by inferring that this kind of 
education is too skills oriented. He observed that; 
"Where are the listings of competencies that 
require prospective teachers to think and 
reason, to be scholars and academicians, 
rather than only technicans..." (McCracken, 
1983, p. 7). 
Drake (1982) mentioned that: 
"Self-concept, humanistic attitudes and social 
skills probably have more effect on employment 
success than many of the more measurable 
competencies" (Drake, 1982, p. 6). 
McCracken (1982b) questioned if specific curriculum content should 
be linked to the age of the students: 
"There remains considerable debate concerning the 
extent to which vocational agriculture should be 
job specific. Few question a high degree of 
specialization in post-secondary agriculture 
education. Also, most would agree that any agri­
culture offered at the eighth grade or below 
should be exploratory in nature. The controversy 
continues, however, concerning the nature of 
offerings in grades nine through twelfth" 
(McCracken, 1982b, p. 112). 
The issues of who will conduct supervised occupational experience 
projects and what projects are acceptable have received considerable 
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attention. Martin (1979) concisely describes the current status of 
supervised occupational experience programs: 
"In the early days the 'norm' was supervised 
farming programs conducted on students' home 
farms....With the expansion in 1963, vocational 
educators called for supervised occupational 
experience programs...to be the cornerstone of 
the new structure as it was in the past. 
The expectation that all students in a more 
diversified and enlarged program could have a 
truly meaningful non-school supervised occupa­
tional experience proved to be unrealistic in 
many cases. Without formal guidance for the 
new situation many teachers reduced the use of 
the occupational experience method" (Martin, 
1979, p. 155). 
Horner (1979) agrees with the need of additional emphasis on 
supervised occupational experience programs. He stated: 
"Perhaps the one single factor to be most lamented 
in vocational education today is the confusion 
about the essentiality of and approaches for 
conducting SOE programs...SOE programs, the 
element which makes education vocational, is non­
existent with thousands of students" (Horner, 
1979, p. 7). 
Martin (1984) contended "supervised occupational experience (SOE) has 
finally become fashionable again" (Martin, 1984, p. 4). McCracken (1984) 
indicated that agricultural educators must also gear supervised occupa­
tional experience projects to non-rural students. For these students, 
the traditional production project in vocational agriculture may not be 
sufficient in preparing students for this future concern. Pietrolungo 
(1984) found success with urban SOE projects using school laboratory 
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facilities in horticulture and in small animal care. Persons and 
Scarborough (1982) stressed the need to address this topic: 
"Vocational agriculture has evolved beyond the 
farming program as the only source of occupational 
experience for students. The expansion of voca­
tional agriculture to encompass the totality of 
agriculture/agribusiness had dictated the broad­
ening of the supervised occupational experience 
concept....At issue is whether vocational agri­
culture can be truly vocational when the experi­
ence element is ignored....There is a need to 
examine the alternative ways in which students 
can engage in some form of supervised experience, 
given the short exposure some have to instruction 
in vocational agriculture....Researching alterna­
tive occupational experience strategies is a 
place to start. The introduction of suitable, 
manageable alternatives to job placement for 
short-term vocational agriculture students may 
be a beginning" (Persons and Scarborough, 1982, 
p. 306-307). 
Miller (1980) studied 124 randomly selected teachers in North 
Carolina and found that 58% expected supervised occupational experience 
projects from their students and 50% of the teachers planned to increase 
their supervised occupational experience programs. Miller found, 
however, that teachers were hindered from developing their supervised 
occupational experience programs due to lack of administrative support. 
He pointed out that: 
"...sixty percent of the teachers were encouraged 
by their principals to make visits although about 
one-half of the teachers reported that reimbursement 
for travel was not adequate to cover a majority of 
the home visitations that should be made....Teachers 
are being hampered in developing supervised occupa­
tional experience programs by the lack of school-
released time for supervision of students and by 
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inadequate reimbursement for travel for the 
necessary visitations" (Miller, 1980, p. 18). 
Almazan and Williams (1983) conducted a survey to determine the 
use of instructional materials in conducting supervised occupational 
experience programs in Iowa. The 80 teachers sampled valued S.O.E. as 
a learning method in vocational agriculture and perceived that their 
administrators possessed similar attitudes. 
Lawrence and Mallilo (1981) conducted a national survey to deter­
mine the areas of greatest concern to state supervisors, head teacher 
educators and state association presidents. They concluded that: 
"Half of the items appearing in the top 20 concerns 
pertained to only two aspects of vocational agri­
culture - supervised occupational experience (SOE) 
programs and adult/young farmer education. Super­
visors and teacher educators indicated greater need 
for improvement in quality, scope and diversity of 
SOE programs, and in frequency and effectiveness 
of supervision than did state presidents" (Lawrence 
and Mallilo, 1981, p. 25). 
Rawls (1981) conducted a survey in Iowa to determine if parents' 
occupations had an effect on supervised occupational experience 
programs. He found that parents engaged in production agriculture were 
more supportive of their children's supervised occupational experience 
projects than parents engaged in agribusiness occupations or non-agri-
cultural related occupations. These results may reveal a need for 
teachers to take a more active role in the projects of students with a 
non-farm background. In a later study, Rawls (1982) found that parents 
usually valued supervised occupational experience programs because 
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parents perceived their sons and daughters deriving benefits from 
their vocational agriculture SOE programs in the areas of work attitudes, 
occupational development and human relations skills. 
Morris and Williams (1984) studied SOE instruction to determine if 
programmatic SOE instruction or type of SOE participation had an effect 
on student self-esteem. The Barksdale Self-Esteem Evaluation No. 69 was 
administered to 121 students in Iowa. Results suggested: 
"...the students who were in schools where programmatic 
SOE instruction was provided had a higher self-esteem 
value than students in the schools where the materials 
were not used" (Morris and Williams, 1984, p. 56). 
Results also revealed that the type of SOE project had an effect on 
self-esteem: 
"Students who had participated in animal/crop ownership 
SOE programs scored significantly lower than those who 
had not had such experience.... Students who had SOE 
programs that featured farm employment away from the 
home had higher self-esteem than students who had not 
had such experiences" (Morris and Williams, 1984, 
p. 56). 
McCracken and Newcomb (1982) suggested that one place for off-farm SOE 
projects is the school facility: 
"More of the occupational experiences for students will 
be offered at the school, even in production agricul­
ture....It will no longer be acceptable for students 
who have priviledged opportunities to get to the appli­
cation stage while those who live under different 
conditions only 'hear about' the approved practices in 
their areas of agriculture" (McCracken and Newcomb, 
1982, p. 11). 
Agricultural educators are concerned with the issues of who should 
become members of the FFA and what aspects of the FFA program should be 
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conducted during in-class time. McCracken and Newcomb (1982) outline 
facets of the FFA program to keep and facets to delete: 
"In the next two decades agricultural education will 
want to keep the many strengths of the FFA program. 
These include the development of positive self-
concepts of students, motivation of students to 
excell, providing meaningful recognition, developing 
basic leadership and personal development activities, 
and fostering pride in agriculture and those who 
study it - at the same time there must be some 
features eliminated. These include: the name which 
is clearly no longer descriptive of its members; 
symbols which do not adequately reflect modem 
programs, archaic rituals, outmoded styles of 
clothing, i.e. - corduroy jackets; domination of 
projection agriculture in proficiency awards, 
contests, and other areas" (McCracken and Newcomb, 
1982, p. 13). 
Drake (1982) echoed the need to study the contemporary relevance of 
the FFA when he raised the following questions: 
"... is it an illusion to view the FFA as the optimum 
teaching strategy for the off-farm agriculture that 
leads to such places as small animal care programs 
and ornamental horticulture in urban centers? Is 
the cross section of an ear of com really an 
appropriate symbol in these urban settings?" (Drake, 
1982, p. 5). 
Pfister and Seefeldt (1979) conducted a national survey of first 
year teachers to determine their impressions of issues crucial to 
FFA activities. Many important trends were found including; 
1. The teachers of non-traditional areas of vocational agriculture 
have a more difficult time accepting FFA and its aim and 
purposes than the teachers of traditional areas. 
2. There were ambivalent attitudes toward whether FFA membership 
should be voluntary or required of vocational agriculture 
students. 
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3. FFA should not be an extra-curricula activity conducted out­
side of class according to 86% of the respondents. 
4. FFA is not strictly organized for rural students, but the 
image of being for rural students exists and needs to be 
changed (Pfister and Seefeldt, 1979, p. 173). 
Welton (1971) found the appropriateness of FFA differed according 
to regions. In the Central and Southern regions almost 90% of voca­
tional agriculture students were in FFA while in the Pacific region 
only 50% of the students were members. Blackledge (1972) studied 
instructor attributes which affected participation in FFA. He found 
that low FFA membership was positively correlated with teaching a high 
number of students, having female and non-farm students conducting a 
less traditional program, and low FFA membership was correlated with a 
high level of teacher academic preparation. 
Beyers (1979) stated that FFA should be included in the classroom 
curriculum: 
"Most professional workers in agricultural education 
were taught and believe that the FFA should...be an 
integral and inseparable part of the program of 
vocational agriculture (and)...be infracurricular..." 
(Beyers, 1979, p. 178). 
From the literature and research reviewed in this chapter, it 
appears that the discipline is currently involved in rigorous self-
evaluation. Changes are being postulated for the areas of program 
purpose, program content, program clientele, FFA membership, FFA 
activities, and SOE instruction. Researchers have offered many options 
for these issues and these options were the alternatives studied in this 
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project. It was the aim of this research effort to provide informa­
tion on administrators' perceptions of these issues so that agricul­
tural educators could institute program changes with a greater rate 
success. 
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CHAPTER III. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The central purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions 
of public secondary school administrators towards selected national 
issues in agricultural education. A survey instrument, containing a 
Likert scale for each survey item, was sent to the selected participants. 
Results were both descriptive and statistical. Specific hypotheses to 
be tested were: 
1. No difference existed between the views of principals and 
superintendents towards various positions of selected national 
issues in agricultural education. 
2. No difference existed among the views of school administrators 
(principals and superintendents), and the secondary school 
teachers, teacher educators and state supervisors studied by 
Sutphin (1981) towards various positions of selected national 
issues in agricultural education. 
Assumptions made during the research were: 
1. The views of principals and superintendents should be considered 
since these groups have a significant influence on the local 
program content and clientele. 
2. Principals and superintendents in schools with agricultural 
instruction programs could make an informed decision on the 
alternate views of selected national issues. 
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3. The best method of collecting data for this study was a survey 
type of questionnaire. 
4. National sampling was important because of the scope of previous 
studies on these selected national issues. 
5. The research project completed by Sutphin (1981) concerning 
various positions on selected national issues was valid and 
inclusive. The list of alternate positions, as developed by 
the panel of experts, was accurately produced. 
This chapter presents the research procedures used in the following 
sections: (1) Population and Sample, (2) Instrumentation, (3) Data 
Collection, and (4) Statistical Analysis. 
Population and Sample 
A list of potential participants was developed through nominations 
from three individuals in each state: (1) the state president of the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals, (2) the Chief 
Officer of the Chartered State Association of School Administrators, and 
(3) the Chief School Officer or State Supervisor of Agricultural 
Education. Each of these individuals nominated five principals and five 
superintendents from their states who, in the opinion of the nominator, 
were dedicated to their programs and knowledgeable about vocational 
agriculture (see cover letter. Appendix B). Responses were received 
from all states except Georgia and Louisiana. Eight hundred seventy-
three administrators were nominated. A final sample size of 300 was 
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desired (150 principals and 150 superintendents). This sample size 
was selected to allow for valid statistical analysis. The number of 
participants in each state was proportional to the number of public 
secondary school vocational agriculture programs in the state. More 
participants were selected from states with a greater number of voca­
tional agriculture programs. 
The researcher expected a low return rate from respondents because 
the population was very large and diverse. It was anticipated that, 
even after follow-up correspondence, the sample size would be smaller 
than desired and instruments would have to be sent to substitutes. To 
save time, substitutes were selected before the first mailing and the 
instrument was sent to 388 participants. 
Participants were selected from the list of nominations if they 
were nominated by more than one nominator. If an insufficient number of 
potential participants were nominated by more than one nominator, 
participants were selected at random from the remaining list of nominated 
administrators. In states where no administrators were nominated 
(Georgia and Louisiana) participants were selected at random from the 
1983 Agriculture Teachers Directory. Table 1 shows a breakdown of 
participants selected from each state. 
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Table 1. Participant selection per state 
Approximate national Number of Number of 
State percentage of vocational participants participants 
agriculture programs nominated selected 
Alabama 3.5 20 14 
Alaska 0.3 10 2 
Arizona 0.3 10 2 
Arkansas 2.5 30 8 
California 5.5 23 22 
Colorado 1.0 20 16 
Connecticut 0.3 25 2 
Delaware 0.3 10 2 
Florida 6.4 20 20 
Georgia 3.0 0 12 
Idaho 0.7 10 4 
Illinois 4.2 20 15 
Indiana 2.5 10 10 
Iowa 3.2 20 11 
Kansas 00
 
20 8 
Kentucky 2.4 25 10 
Louisiana 2.4 0 10 
Maine 0.3 25 2 
Maryland 0.3 10 2 
Massachusetts 0.3 5 2 
Michigan 1.8 15 8 
Minnesota 3.6 15 12 
Mississippi 2.4 11 10 
Missouri 2.4 30 10 
Montana 0.6 20 4 
Nebraska 1.3 20 4 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
Approximate national Number of Number of 
State percentage of vocational participants participants 
agriculture programs nominated selected 
Nevada 0.3 12 2 
New Hampshire 0.3 25 2 
New Jersey 0.3 13 2 
New Mexico 0.6 20 2 
New York 3.3 12 12 
North Carolina 3.8 30 16 
North Dakota 0.9 20 4 
Ohio 4.7 35 20 
Oklahoma 3.5 12 12 
Oregon 1.2 20 2 
Pennsylvania 2.7 18 10 
Rhode Island 0.3 20 2 
South Carolina 1.8 10 8 
South Dakota 0.9 30 4 
Tennessee 2.1 10 10 
Texas 0.3 20 20 
Utah 0.6 27 2 
Vermont 0.3 10 2 
Virginia 2.7 20 10 
Washington 2.2 30 10 
West Virginia 1.1 10 2 
Wisconsin 2.4 15 10 
Wyoming 0.4 20 2 
Total 100.0 873 388 
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Instrumentation 
The survey instrument consisted of two parts. Part I collected 
demographic data such as years of administrative experience, school 
size, final degree obtained, etc. In this section, data were gathered 
so that, if they existed, correlations could be established between 
demographic characteristics and the responses given in Part II. 
Part II consisted of nine important national concerns in agricul­
tural education and a series of options which may include the solution 
to each concern. The issues were originally prioritized at the 1980 
National Agricultural Education Seminar in Kansas City, Missouri, July 
15-17. Sutphin (1981) determined perceptions of teachers, teacher 
educators, and state supervisors towards these issues. 
Part II of the instrument required participants to respond to each 
issue stating their degree of agreement or disagreement on a six point 
Likert type scale ranging from one (strongly disagree) to six (strongly 
agree). See Appendix C for a complete breakdown of the scale used. 
Issue and option content validity was established by the panel of 
experts used by Sutphin (1981). The jury consisted of a minimum of two 
expert members from each of three groups: agricultural education 
secondary teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors. Jury 
members were initially nominated in 1981 by Dr. J. Robert Warmbrod, the 
immediate Past President of the Agricultural Education Division of the 
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American Vocational Association. Jury members were then asked to self-
rate their level of expertise and then to validate the issues/option 
list. 
Data Collection 
The Iowa State University Human Subjects Committee approved the 
research instrument (see Appendix A) . Three hundred and eighty-eight 
instruments were sent to principals and superintendents on February 4, 
1984 with a cover letter and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Two 
hundred and fifty administrators returned this survey. Instruments were 
numbered so that respondents could be identified. A second mailing to 
nonrespondents yielded a total sample size of 293. See Appendices B 
and C for a copy of cover letters and the instrument used. 
Statistical Analysis 
The returned instruments were coded and entered on the Iowa State 
University AS6 computer system. The data were analyzed using the 
revised Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSSX). The alpha 
level for all tests was .05. If a difference was observed between the 
.05 and .10 alpha level, it may have been discussed. The following 
statistical procedures were used to analyze the data: 
1. Frequency counts and percentages were computed on the 
demographic data. 
2. Group means were calculated for all options. 
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3. A t-test was performed to determine any differences between 
the responses of principals and superintendents. 
4. A ONEWAY Analysis of Variance was performed to determine if 
groups responded differently due to demographic 
characteristics. 
5. Data were recoded and a chi-square was performed to determine 
if a difference existed between the proportion of principals 
or superintendents who agreed or disagreed with each item. 
The number of respondents expected to occur in each category 
of the chi-square comparison was proportionally split between 
the two administrator groups studied. 
6. Data from agricultural education teachers, teacher educators, 
and state supervisors were entered from Sutphin's study 
(1981) and a comparison was made across all five groups to 
determine if any incongruence existed among the groups. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
A summary of responses by principals and superintendents is 
provided in the following pages. Findings are arranged under the 
following headings: (1) respondent background information, (2) respon­
dent reaction to each issue, and (3) respondent demographic influences. 
Respondent Background Information 
One hundred sixty-three principals and 130 superintendents respon­
ded to the survey instrument. Fourteen percent of the administrators 
were from the Western region of the United States, 38 percent were from 
the Central region, 37 percent were from the Southern region, and ten 
percent were from the North Atlantic region. 
Almost 80 percent of the administrators studied taught in one of 
the following four subject areas: science, social studies, mathematics, 
or vocational education. Eighty-five percent had taught at the 11-12 
grade level. Superintendents, with an average of 16 years of adminis­
trative experience, had more experience than did principals, who had an 
average of 12 years of administrative experience. Both groups of admin­
istrators had an average of approximately 1000 students enrolled in 
their schools. Superintendents had slightly more vocational agriculture 
teachers (2.1) in their school situations than did principals (1.8). The 
difference between these two figures was not significant at the .05 alpha 
level but it was significant at the .10 alpha level. Superintendents 
had a significantly higher level of education than did principals 
41 
although the most common level of education for both groups was the 
master's degree level. 
Administrators were asked to rate the importance of instruction 
in vocational agriculture relative to instruction in traditional 
academic subjects. Forty-nine percent of the administrators expressed 
the opinion that vocational agriculture had the same degree of impor­
tance in the school curriculum as did traditional academic subjects. 
Thirty-nine percent expressed the opinion that vocational agriculture 
had slightly less importance. At the .10 alpha level, superintendents 
rated the importance of vocational agriculture significantly lower than 
did principals although at the .05 alpha level no difference existed 
between the two groups. 
Respondent Reaction to Each Issue 
Administrators' perceptions of the purpose of agricultural educa­
tion are given in Table 2. Administrators agreed with all purposes 
stated. The purpose ™hich rated the highest level of agreement was 
"orientation and exploration." "Upgrading and retraining" rated the 
lowest degree of agreement. Administrator responses were fairly 
homogeneous with standard deviations ranging from 0.85 to 1.37. 
No significant difference was found between the responses of 
principals and superintendents except on three occasions. While both 
groups of administrators "mildly agreed" that a purpose of agricultural 
education should be to provide general education of an avocational 
nature, principals and superintendents exhibited a significantly 
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different level of agreement on this option. With a t-probnbility of 
.001, principals indicated a stronger level of agreement with the issue 
(x = 4.39) than did superintendents (x = 3.95). At the .05 alpha level, 
principals also exhibited a significantly higher level of agreement 
with the purposes of developing the total individual, and developing 
the abilities of individuals to be intelligent consumers. 
Data in Table 3 reveal administrators' perceptions of the clientele 
who should be served by agricultural education. Administrators agreed 
that all groups presented should be included as clientele except students 
in grades K-6 and out-of-school handicapped students. Administrators 
"mildly disagreed" with including students in grades K-6 in public 
school agricultural education groups. Superintendents expressed a 
significantly higher level of disagreement than did principals. Admin­
istrators did not agree on whether agricultural education should serve 
out-of-school youth and adults with social, physical, and economic 
handicaps. Principals "mildly disagreed" that this group should be 
served while superintendents "mildly agreed" with serving this group. 
Administrators displayed the highest level of agreement with the 
clientele groups "students in grades 11-12," and "students in grades 9-
10." Administrators agreed that a clientele group served by agricul­
tural educators should include females; however, the group "females" 
did not receive as high a level of agreement as did students in grades 
9-10, 11-12, or rural students. Superintendents exhibited a 
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Table 2. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-values, and t-probability by purpose of agricultural 
education (Issue A) 
Groups 
Purpose Principal Superintendent 
Mean Mean 
S.D. S.D. 
t-
Value 
t-
Prob. 
N=163 N=130 
General education of an 
avocational nature 
4.39* 
1.03 
3.95 
1.13 
3. 52** 
o
 
o
 
Orientation and exploration 5.01 0.85 
4.96 
0.89 0. 50 .619 
Preparation for advanced study 
at the post-secondary level 
4.69 
1.13 
4.52 
1.11 1. ,05 .817 
Preparation for advanced study 
at the baccalaureate level 
4.42 
1.22 
4.32 
1.15 0 .  77 .440 
Preparation for employment 
or self-employment 
4.96 
0.90 
4.82 
1.07 1, .23 .219 
Up-grading and retraining 4.08 1.37 
4.12 
1.29 -0 .28 .783 
To develop the "total 
individual" 
4.79 
1.04 
4.54 
1.10 1 .97* .050 
Develop the abilities of 
individuals to be intelligent 4.41 0.99 
4.14 
1.09 2 .24** .026 
consumers 
^In this and all subsequent tables the scale used was: 1 = strongly 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = mildly disagree, 4 = mildly agree, 5 = agree, 
6 = strongly agree. 
•k 
Significant at the .05 level. 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 3. Superintendent and principal means, t-values, and t-proba­
bility by clientele who should be served by agricultural 
education 
Groups 
Clientele group Principal 
Mean 
S.D. 
Superintendent 
Mean 
S.D, 
t- t-
Value Prob. 
Students in grades K=6 
Students in grades 7-8 
Students in grades 9-10 
Students in grades 11-12 
Out-of-school youth 
Adults seeking employment in 
occupations requiring knowl­
edge and skill in agriculture 
Out-of-school youth or adults 
who desire knowledge and 
skill in agriculture for 
personal reasons 
Rural students 
Urban students 
Surburban students 
In-school youth with social, 
physical, and economic 
handicaps 
Out-of-school youth and 
adults with social, physical, 
and economic handicaps 
Females 
N=163 
2.91^ 
1 . 2 1  
3.77 
1 . 1 8  
5.18 
0 .80  
5.29 
0.77 
3.81 
1.49 
3.86 
1.48 
3.45 
1.41 
5.12 
0.85 
4.25 
1.00 
4.27 
0.99 
4.18 
1 .10  
3.22 
1.38 
4.55 
1.15 
N=130 
2 . 6 1  
1 . 2 2  
3.67 
1 . 2 0  
5.18 
0.87 
5.37 
0.74 
4.10 
1.38 
4.14 
1.37 
3.55 
1.20  
5.15 
0.79 
4.22 
1.09 
4.32 
1.00 
4.34 
0.98 
3.60 
1.24 
4.78 
0.94 
2.14* .033 
0.74 .457 
0.01 .992 
-0.84 .401 
-1.71 
-0.63 
-0.24 
0.30 
-0.45 
-1.30 
-2.44* 
-1.96* 
.087 
-1.61 .107 
.527 
.808 
.768 
.650 
.193 
.015 
.051 
Scale described on Table 2. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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significantly higher level of agreement with serving the clientele 
group females than did principals (t-probability of .051). 
Administrators' perceptions of the content of agricultural educa­
tion are revealed in Table 4. Administrators agreed with all content 
areas presented; their level of agreement ranged from 4.4 to 4.25. 
Administrators were homogeneous in their response to this issue. Stan­
dard deviations ranged from .77 to 1.01. Administrators expressed the 
highest level of agreement with the content "agricultural production." 
Table 4. Principals and superintendents group means, standard devia­
tions, t-values and t-probability by content of agricultural 
education (Issue C) 
Groups 
Content area Principal 
Mean 
S.D. 
Superintendent 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
Value 
t-
Prob. 
N-163 N=130 
Agricultural production 5.25* 0.77 
5.22 
0.77 0.25 .806 
Agricultural supplies and 
services 
5.09 
0.83 
5.15 
0.79 -0.71 .477 
Agricultural mechanics 5.08 0.85 
5.12 
0.89 0.63 .528 
Agricultural products 5.11 0.78 
5.08 
0.78 0.37 .715 
Ornamental horticulture 4.64 1.01 
4.62 
0.89 0.20 .841 
Horticulture 4.87 0.84 
4.79 
0.91 0.71 
.480 
Renewable natural resources 4.88 0.82 
4.91 
0.81 -0.32 .751 
Forestry 4.66 0.92 
4.48 
0.87 1.76 0.80 
Other types of agriculture 4.52 0.89 
4.40 
0.91 1.15 .252 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
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Administrators' perceptions of clientele who should be required to 
conduct supervised occupational experience programs are presented in 
Table 5. Administrators agreed that all vocational students should be 
required to conduct a program, but administrators disagreed with 
requiring supervised occupational experience programs for non-vocational 
students, students enrolled in classes for orientation, and students in 
grades K-6. 
Table 5. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-values, and [-probabilities by clientele who should be 
required to conduct supervised occupational experience/ 
practice programs (Issue D) 
Groups 
Clientele Group Principal Superintendent 
Mean Mean 
S.D. S.D. 
N=163 N=130 
4.77^ 4.66 
1.20 1.31 
3.89 3.83 
1.29 1.27 
3.29 3.15 
1.32 1.13 
2.77 2.75 
1.27 1.22 
2.11 2.21 
t-
Value 
t-
Prob, 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a production 
agriculture course of study 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a non-production 
agriculture course of study 
Students enrolled in non-voca-
tional agricultural education 
program 
Students enrolled in classes 
for orientation to agriculture 
such as in grades 7 and 8 
Students receiving agricultural 
instruction in grades K-6 1.20  1.15 
0 . 8 1  
0.39 
0.97 
0 .18  
-0.70 
.418 
.696 
.330 
.855 
.482 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
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Administrators' perceptions of acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience for students in a production agriculture 
program are presented in Table 6. Administrators agreed with all types 
of programs presented. Supervised farming projects received the 
highest level of agreement, whereas cooperative projects involving 
school release time received the lowest level of agreement. In 
addition, administrators agreed with all types of projects postulated 
for students enrolled in non-production agriculture (Table 7). Projects 
involving placement in agribusiness received the highest ratings and 
cooperative projects involving school release time again received the 
lowest ratings. 
Data in Table 8 present administrators' perceptions of clientele 
enrolled in agricultural education who should become members of the FFA. 
Administrators displayed heterogeneous responses to this issue; 
standard deviations ranged from 1.23 to 1.86. Despite the wide 
dispersion of responses, administrators responded positively to all 
groups presented. The highest level of agreement was reached with the 
clientele group "all vocational students in production agriculture." 
Administrators also agreed that only those vocational agriculture 
students who desire to become members should be enrolled in FFA. 
However, the responses for this group were widely dispersed. 
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Table 6. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-values, and t-probability by acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience/practice for students enrolled in a 
production agriculture program (Issue E) 
Groups 
Types of SOE for 
production students 
Principal 
Mean 
S.D. 
Superintendent 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
Value 
t-
Prob. 
N=163 N=130 
Supervised farming projects 
(Enterprises) 
5.09* 
0.85 
5.08 
0.93 0.14 
.885 
Projects of entrepreneurial 
(Ownership) nature 
4.97 
0.96 
4.97 
0.96 0.00 .999 
Supplementary farm projects 4.77 0.89 
4.72 
1.01 0.46 .645 
Group projects related to 
production agriculture 
4.52 
1.03 
4.55 
0.99 -0.27 .785 
Projects for an entrepre­
neurial (ownership) nature 
4.71 
0.91 
4.68 
0.96 0.32 .751 
Projects related to the 
speciality area in which the 
student in enrolled 
4.93 
0.88 
4.93 
0.96 0.02 
.987 
Farm placement 4.52 0.99 
4.51 
1.05 0.12 
.908 
Practice/experience in the 
school laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or farm 
separate from scheduled 
in-school instruction 
4.61 
1.41 
4.61 
1.13 —0.00 .998 
Practice/experience in the 
school laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or farm 
during class time 
4.18 
1.32 
4.28 
1.31 
-0.69 .490 
Exploratory experiences 4.47 0.96 
4.33 
0.95 1.26 
.208 
Cooperative education 
programs 
4.15 
1.31 
4.14 
1.39 0.06 
.956 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
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Table 7. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-values, and t-probability by acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience/practice for students enrolled in 
non-production agriculture (Issue F) 
Groups 
Types of SOE for non-
production students 
Principal 
Mean 
S.D. 
Superintendents 
Mean t-
S.D. Value 
t-
Prob, 
N=163 N=130 
Home projects of non-
production nature 
4.31* 
1.04 
4,26 
1.14 0.34 .733 
Placement in agribusiness 
Group projects of a non-
production agriculture 
nature 
4.61 
0.98 
4.12 
0.92 
4.77 
0.98 
4.12 
1.00 
-1.41 
-0.06 
.160 
.954 
Projects for an entrepre­
neurial (ownership) nature 
4.34 
1.00 
4.47 
0.98 -1.08 .281 
Projects related exclusively 
to the speciality area in 
which the student is 
enrolled 
4.53 
1.00 
4.47 
1.01 0.55 
.585 
Practice/experience in the 
laboratory, on the school 
grounds, on farm separate 
from scheduled in-school 
instruction 
4.40 
1.06 
4.51 
1.07 -0.87 .386 
Practice/experience in the 
laboratory, on the school 
grounds, or farm during 
class time 
4.14 
1.28 
4.14 
1.26 -0.02 .981 
Exploratory experience 4.34 1.06 
4.31 
1.01 0.24 
.808 
Cooperative education programs 
in agriculture 
3.87 
1.37 
3.87 
1.48 -0.03 .980 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
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Table 8. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-values, and t-probability by clientele enrolled in agricul­
tural education who should be members of the FFA 
Groups 
Clientele Principal Superintendent 
Mean Mean t- t-
S.D. S.D. Value Frob. 
N=163 N=130 
All vocational students in 5.07* 4.80 1.80 0.72 production agriculture 1.23 1.36 
All vocational students in 4.68 4.44 1.46 .145 
non-production agriculture 1.40 1.43 
Vocational students in an 
orientation to agriculture 3.89 3.68 1.27 .204 
course of study such as 1.42 1.42 
7th and 8th grade programs 
Only those vocational students 
who desire to become members 
3.77 
1.86 
4.10 
1.68 -1.56 
.120 
Avocational students 3.71 1.80 
4.05 
1.59 -1.69 0.92 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
Administrators' perceptions of aspects of the FFA program which 
should occupy in-class instructional time are presented in Table 9. 
Administrators agreed with allowing in-class time for all FFA activities 
except activities not directly related to the specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled. Administrators "mildly disagreed" with allowing 
these FFA activities during class time. Administrators exhibited the 
highest level of agreement for allowing in-class instructional time for 
FFA activities specifically selected to develop leadership, citizenship, 
and cooperation. Administrators gave an almost neutral response 
(x = 3.73 and 3.57) to allowing in-class instructional time for 
preparation of individual award applications. 
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Table 9. Principal and superintendent group means, standard deviations, 
t-value, and t-probability by aspects of the FFA program 
which should occupy in-class instructional time (Issue H) 
Group 
Aspects of FFA Principal Superintendent 
Mean Mean t-
S.D. S.D. Value 
t-
Prob, 
Planning an FFA activity 
Conducting any FFA activity 
in the chapter program of 
activities 
Selected FFA activities which 
directly relate to the 
specialty area of instruc­
tional 
FFA activities which may not 
directly relate to the 
specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled 
Selected FFA activities which 
can be utilized without taking 
time needed to teach content 
of the instructional program 
judging Preparation fc 
contests related to the 
specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled 
Preparation for any judging 
contest 
N=163 
3.91^ 
1.38 
3.74 
1.35 
4.40 
1 . 2 8  
3.34 
1 . 2 1  
4.20 
1.25 
4.67 
1.13 
3.96 
1.30 
N=130 
3.72 
1.39 
3.48 
1.38 
4.37 
1.25 
3.25 
1.19 
4.05 
1.37 
4.59 
1 .26  
3.89 
1.38 
1 .18  
1 . 6 0  
0.24 
0.59 
.240 
110 
. 811  
.554 
0.93 .353 
0.59 
0.41 
.555 
.681 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
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Table 9. (Continued) 
Group 
Aspects of FFA Principal Superintendent 
Mean Mean t-
S.D. S.D. Value 
t-
Prob, 
Activities specifically 
selected to develop 
leadership, citizenship, 
and cooperation 
Record keeping for individual 
and chapter awards 
Preparation of individual 
award applications 
Fund raising projects which 
use minimal class time that 
relate to agriculture, have 
educational value, and are 
conducted according to 
sound business practices 
N=163 
4.85 
N=130 
4.82 
1.20 1.14 
4.18 3.91 
1.36 1.44 
3.73 3.57 
1.36 1.35 
3.61 3.62 
1.39 1.48 
0.23 
1.65 
1 . 0 1  
-0.09 
.821  
.100 
.314 
.926 
Data in Table 10 present administrators' perceptions of the title 
which should be used to describe agricultural education programs. 
Principals indicated the highest level of agreement (x = 4.39) with the 
title "vocational agriculture." Superintendents agreed with this title 
although they reported a significantly lower level of agreement (x = 4.06) 
than did principals. Superintendents expressed the highest level of 
agreement (x = 4.11) with the title "agriculture/agribusiness education." 
Administrators disagreed with the title "agricultural education and 
renewable natural resources." Administrators responded with a neutral 
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level of agreement (x = 3.53 and 3.51) to the title "vocational-tech­
nical education in agriculture." 
Table 10. Principals and superintendents group means, standard devia­
tions, t-values, and t-probability by the title which should 
be used to describe agricultural education programs (Issue I) 
Group 
„ Principal Superintendent 
^ ^ Mean Mean t- t-
S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=163 N=130 
Vocational agriculture 4.39* 
1.34 
4.06 
1.33 2. 11* .035 
Agricultural education 4.34 1.32 
4.04 
1.33 1. 92 .056 
Agriculture/agribusiness/ 
natural resources education 
3.60 
1.22 
3.78 
1.35 -1. 22 .224 
Vocational-technical educa­
tion in agriculture 
3.53 
1.25 
3.51 
1.30 0. 13 .894 
Agricultural education and 
renewable natural resources 
3.28 
1.12 
3.25 
1.15 0. ,22 .823 
Vocational agriculture/agri­
business 
3.87 
1.31 
3.98 
1.24 -0. ,74 .457 
Agricultural and natural 
resources education 
3.67 
1.30 
3.55 
1.22 0, .82 .411 
Agriculture/agribusiness 
education 
4.16 
1.33 
4.11 
1.31 0, .33 .739 
^Scale described on Table 2. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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Data in Tables 11-19 present a comparison, by region of country, 
of principals' perceptions of selected national issues in agricultural 
education (see Appendix G for a breakdown of region by state). Region 
of country did not significantly affect principals' perceptions of the 
purpose of agricultural education. This observation is based on data 
presented in Table 11. Principals' highest level of agreement was given 
for the purpose "preparation for employment or self-employment." 
Orientation and exploration received the lowest rating. 
Based on data presented in Table 12, it was observed that the 
region of country did affect principals' perception of the clientele 
who should be served by agricultural education. A Duncan multiple 
range test revealed that (F-probability of .004) principals from the 
Central and Southern regions of the United States exhibited a signifi­
cantly higher rate of disagreement with serving the clientele group 
"students in grades K-6" than did principals from the Western region. 
All groups were neutral or "mildly disagreed" with serving students 
in K-6. 
Region of country did not affect principals' perceptions of the 
content of agricultural education. This observation is based on data 
presented in Table 13. Principals from all regions rated "agricultural 
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Table 11. Principals' perceptions of the purpose of agricultural educa­
tion by region of country 
Region^ 
Purpose 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
onrivocaSo^aî #1 #1 ^ .205 .893 
nature 
Preparation for 
advanced study at 4.56 4.35 4.45 4.33 
the baccalaureate 1.31 1.25 1.17 1.24 
level 
Preparation for 4.80 
Up-grading and 3.81 3.95 4.27 4.20 
retraining 1.42 1.38 1.30 1.57 
be intelligent 
consumers 
1.08 0.98 0.88 1.25 1.00 
.878 .454 Orientation and 
Exploration 
Preparation for 
advanced study at 4.96 4.62 4.68 4.47 4.69 
the post-secondary 1.13 1.22 1.03 1.25 i n • 
level 
0. 89 
5. 11 
1. 05 
 
 
 
 
4. 89 
0. 93 
 ,
 ,
4, ,53 
1. 15 
5. 09 
0. 87 
 
 
 ,3
 ,
5. 09 
0. ,89 
, 
 
CO cn 
4, .87 
0 00
 
4 .45 
employment or 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.94 ^ 
self-employment 
To develop the .6 4.85 4.47 4.79 , c, 
"total individual" 1.11 .86 1.07 1.36 1.04 
Develop the 
Sjiiidualfto 441 W W 1.23 .300 
4. 32 
0. 99 
4. 97 
0. 72 
 
 
, 
, 
4, .91 
0 .89 
 
 
 
 
4 .53 
1. 06 
4. 73 
o
| 00 00 
 
4, 39 
1. 03 
4. 01 
0. 85 
 ,
1. ,13
4, .42 
1. 22 
4 .96 
0 .90 
4 .08 
1 .37 
/. •70 
.220 .882 
.988 ,400 
In this and all sebsequent tables the scale used was : Region 1 = 
Western, Region 2 = Central, Region 3 = Southern, and Region 4 = North 
Atlantic. 
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Table 12. 
Clientele 
Principals' perceptions of the clientele who should be 
served by agricultural education by region of country 
Region^ 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
in agriculture for 
personal reasons 
Rural students 
Urban students 
Surburban students 
In-school youth 
with social, 
physical, and 
economic handicaps 
4.96 
1 . 0 6  
4.44 
0.89 
4.52 
0.89 
4.30 
0.99 
5.20 
0.73 
4.36 
0.99 
4.35 
1 .02  
4.22 
1 . 1 0  
0. 72 
4. 11 
0. 96 
4. 14 
0. 97 
4. 12 
1. 12 
1. 25 
4. 13 
1. 30 
4. 13 
1. 13 
4. ,07 
1. 28 
N= =27 N= 55 N= =66 N= :15 N= 163 
Students in grades 3. 56 2. 78 2. 67 3. 33 2. 91 
K-6 0. 97 1. 26 1. 21 0. 98 1. 21 
Students in grades 3. 85 3. 71 3, ,79 3. 80 3. 77 
7-8 0. ,95 1. 26 1. ,21 1. 21 1. 18 
Students in grades 5. ,07 5. 24 5. ,23 4. 93 5. 18 
9-10 1. ,07 0. 67 0, .67 1. ,16 0. 80 
Students in grades 5. ,19 5. 35 5. 30 5. ,33 5. .29 
11-12 1. 10 0. 67 0, .68 0. .82 0. ,77 
Out-of-school 3, .74 3, ,78 3, .80 4. 07 3. 81 
youth 1, .53 1. 50 1, .46 1, .58 1. 48 
Adults seeking 
employment in 
occupations 3, .48 3, .76 4 .00 4, .27 3. 86 
requiring knowl­ 1 .58 1, .47 1 .45 1, .49 1, .48 
edge and skill in 
agriculture 
Out-of-school youth 
or adults who desire 3 .33 3, .27 3 .52 4 .00 3 .45 
knowledge and skill 1 .33 1, .35 1 .49 1 .31 1 .41 
5.18 4.87 5.12 
0.84 
4.25 
1.00 
4.27 
0.99 
4.18 
1 . 1 0  
4.56** 
0 . 1 0  
0 .80  
0.42 
0.17 
1.24 
1.17 
1.04 
1 . 1 1  
1 . 1 6  
0.24 
.004 
.961 
.498 
.741 
.914 
.296 
.323 
.375 
.346 
.326 
.872 
Scale described on Table 11. 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
57 
Table 12. (Continued) 
Region* 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Clientele Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
Out-of-school 
youth and adults 
with social, 3.15 3.29 3.17 3.33 3.22 
physical, and 1.41 1.24 1.48 1.50 1.38 
economic 
handicaps 
rt Ttt ri Tti 
1.14 .938 
production" as the most acceptable content area. Principals' region of 
country did affect their perceptions of the clientele who should be 
required to conduct supervised occupational experience programs. When 
a difference between regions occurred, principals from the Western 
region generally exhibited a higher level of agreement with conducting 
supervised occupational experiences than did principals from the Central 
or Southern Regions (Table 14). When analyzing whether all vocational 
students enrolled in a non-production agriculture course of study should 
be required to conduct a supervised occupational experience program, it 
was observed that the Western region principals agreed more with this 
idea than did Central region principals. Principals from all regions 
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disagreed with requiring supervised occupational experience programs 
from students receiving agricultural instruction in grades K-6, but 
principals in the Southern and Central regions disagreed more with this 
idea than did principals in the Western region. 
Table 13. Principals' perceptions of the content of agricultural educa-
tion by region of country 
Content 
Region^ 
Total 
Mean 
S.D. 
1 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
Mean 
S.D. 
N= 27 N= 55 N= 66 N= 15 N= 163 
Agricultural 5. 19 5. 35 5. 18 5. 27 5. 25 
production 1. 08 0. 67 0. 74 0. 59 0. 77 
Agricultural supply 4. 96 5. 27 5. 00 5. 00 5. 09 
and service 1. 16 0. 88 0. 72 0. 59 0, 85 
Agricultural 4. 96 5. ,07 5. 14 5. 07 5. 08 
mechanics 1. ,16 0. ,88 0. ,72 0. ,59 0. ,85 
Agricultural 4. 96 5. 20 5. ,12 5. ,00 5. ,11 
products 1. ,06 0. 80 0. ,64 0. ,65 0. ,78 
Ornamental horti­ 4, .74 4, .47 4, .65 5. 00 4, .64 
culture 1, .10 1, .15 0, .87 0, .85 1, .01 
Horticulture 4, 0, 
,89 
.97 
4 
0 
.82 
.94 
4, 
0, 
.85 
.75 
5, 
0 
.07 
.59 
4, 
0 
.87 
.84 
Renewable natural 4 .74 4 .96 4 .89 4 .73 4 .88 
resources 1 .02 0 .88 0 • 66 0 .80 0 .81 
Forestry 4 .52 4 .49 4 .83 4 .80 4 . 66 1 .12 1 .00 0 .74 0 .94 0 .92 
Other types of 4 .59 4 .45 4 .53 4 .60 4 .52 
agriculture 0 .93 0 .96 0 .86 0 .74 0 .89 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
0.51 
1.44 
0.27 
0.67 
1.23 
0.35 
0.62  
1.74 
0 .20  
.674 
.234 
.848 
.573 
.300 
.786 
.603 
. 162  
.897 
Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 14. Principals' perceptions of clientele who should be required 
to conduct supervised occupational experience/practice 
programs by region of country 
Option Region^ 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
All vocational 
» t» a s SI 
study 
All vocational 
m m m m tion agriculture 
course of study 
Students enrolled 
in non-vocational 3.59 3.25 3.14 3.53 3.29 
agricultural 0.89 1.55 1.25 1.36 1.32 
education programs 
Students enrolled 
in classes for 
orientation to 3.15 2.55 2.82 2.73 2.77 
agriculture such 0.99 1.27 1.33 1.33 1.27 
as in grades 7 
and 8 
Students receiving 
agricultural 2.85 1.75 2.06 2.33 2.11 
instruction in 1.38 0.95 1.14 1.40 1.20 
grades K-6 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
0.95 .418 
1.42 .239 
5.85** .001 
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When evaluating acceptable types of supervised occupational 
experience projects for students enrolled in a production agriculture 
program (Table 15), principals were in general agreement regardless of 
their region of country. A difference existed, however, on the 
acceptance of projects of an entrepreneurial nature. Principals from 
the Western region expressed a higher level of agreement with this 
type of project than did principals from the Southern region. 
Principals from all regions were in general agreement on acceptable 
types of supervised occupational experience projects for students 
enrolled in non-production agriculture (Table 16). The exception was 
again with projects of an entrepreneurial nature. Principals from the 
Western region exhibited a higher level of agreement with this type of 
activity than did principals from the Southern region. Of all the 
various SOE activities listed, principals from the Western region rated 
projects of an entrepreneurial nature as first while principals from all 
other regions rated placement in agribusiness first. 
Data in Table 17 reveal that region of country did not affect 
principals' perceptions of clientele enrolled in agricultural education 
who should be members of FFA. A large standard deviation shows 
principals had a large degree of divergence on this issue especially 
when considering the clientele groups "only those vocational students 
who desire to become members" and "vocational students." 
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Table 15. Principals' perceptions of acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience/practice for students enrolled in 
a production agriculture program by region of country 
Region^ 
Option 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
Supervised farming 
projects 5.11 5.16 5.00 5.20 5.09 0.47 (enterprises) 0.93 0.86 0.84 0.77 0.85 
Home and/or farm 
improvement 
projects 
4.85 
1.23 
5.09 
1.04 
4.98 
0.79 
4.67 
0.72 
4.97 
0.96 0.93 
Supplementary farm 4.81 4.78 4.77 4.60 4.77 0.20 
projects 1.11 0.96 0.80 0.63 0.89 
Group projects 
related to produc­
tion agriculture 
4.78 
1.12 
4.65 
1.00 
4.32 
1.07 
4.47 
0.52 
4.52 
1.03 1.77 
Projects of an 
entrepreneurial 
(ownership) nature 
5.04 
0.85 
4.80 
0.90 
4.48 
0.92 
4.80 
0.86 
4.71 
0.91 2.85* 
Projects related 
to the specialty 
area in which the 
student is 
4.95 
1.04 
4.98 
0.87 
4.91 
0.84 
4.87 
0.83 
4.93 
0.88 0.10 
enrolled 
Farm placement 4.78 0.93 
4.58 
0.96 
4.39 
0.97 
4.40 
1.24 
4.52 
0.99 
1.11 
Practice/experience 
in the school labora­
tory, on the school 
grounds, or farm 
separate from sched­
4.67 
1.36 
4.56 
1.10 
4.61 
1.12 
4.67 
1.05 
4.61 
1.14 0.06 
uled in-school 
instruction 
^Scale described , on Table 11. 
"k 
Significant at the .05 level. 
F-
Prob. 
.706 
.426 
.894 
.155 
.959 
.345 
.979 
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Table 15. (Continued) 
Region 
Option 1 
Mean 
S.U. 
2 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Mean 
4 
Mean 
S.D. S.D. 
Total 
Mean 
S.D. 
F-
Value 
F-
rrob. 
Practice/experience 
in the school 
laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or 
farm during class 
time 
N=27 
4.33 
1.44 
N=55 
4.00 
1.39 
N=66 N=15 N=163 
4.27 4.13 4.18 
1.22 1.30 1.32 
Exploratory 4.59 4.55 4.30 4.73 4.47 
experience 0.97 0.92 1.01 0.80 0.96 
Cooperative educa­ 3.96 4.38 3.95 4.47 4.15 
tion programs 1.32 1.33 1.28 1.25 1.31 
0.57 ,633 
1.31 .272 
1.56 .200 
Region of country did affect principals' perceptions of aspects of 
the FFA program which should occupy in-class instructional time. 
Principals from the Southern region exhibited a stronger degree of 
agreement with planning any FFA activity during in-class instructional 
time than did principals from the Central region. These observations 
were made based on data presented in Table 18. Principals from all 
regions exhibited the highest level of agreement with allowing in-class 
instructional time for activities specifically selected to develop 
leadership, citizenship, and cooperation. Principals from the Western 
and North Atlantic regions gave equal rating to allowing in-class 
instructional time for preparation for judging contests related to the 
specialty area in which the student is enrolled. 
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Table 16. 
Option 
Principals' perceptions of acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience/practice for students enrolled in 
non-production agriculture by region of country 
3 Region 
1 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
Mean 
S.D. 
Total 
Mean 
S.D. 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
4.30 
1.20 
4.09 
1.08 
4.44 
0.98 
4.60 
0.74 
4.31 
1.04 1.56 .201 
4.59 
0.93 
4.67 
1.00 
4.53 
0.95 
4.73 
1.16 
4.61 
0.98 0.30 .826 
4.26 
1.16 
4.05 
0.99 
4.06 
0.82 
4.33 
0.49 
4.12 
0.92 0.66 .580 
Home projects of 
non-production 
nature 
Placement in 
agribusiness 
Group projects of 
a non-production 
agriculture nature 
Projects of an 
entrepreneurial 
(ownership) nature 
Projects related 
exclusively to be 
specialty area in 
which the student 
is enrolled 
Practice/experience 
in the laboratory, 
on the school 
grounds, or farm 
separate from 
scheduled in school 
instruction 
Practice/experience 
in the laboratory, 
on the school 
grounds, or farm 
during class time 
Exploratory 
experience 
Cooperative educa­
tion programs in 
agriculture 
4.78 4.35 
0.89 0.99 
4.67 4.65 
1.07 1.02 
4.44 4.44 
1.34 0.98 
4.37 4.05 
1.24 1.37 
4.33 4.45 
1.11 1.05 
4.07 3.93 
1.27 1.49 
4.14 4.47 4.34 
0.99 1.06 1.00 
4.41 4.40 4.53 
0.96 0.91 1 .00  
4.32 4.53 4.40 
1.07 0.83 1.06 
4.11 4.13 4.14 
1.22 1.36 1 . 2 8  
4.17 4.67 4.34 
1.09 0.82 1.06 
3.70 4.00 3.87 
1.31 1.41 1.37 
2.83* .040 
0.86  .462 
0.24 .867 
0.38 ,765 
1.28 .283 
0.62 .603 
*Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .05 level, 
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Table 17. Principals' perceptions of clientele enrolled in agricultural 
education who should be members of the FFA by region of 
country 
a 
Region 
Option 12 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
All vocational 
students in 4.93 4.95 5.15 5.47 5.07 
production 1.36 1.39 1.13 0.64 1.23 
agriculture 
All vocational 
students in non- 4.52 4.69 4.64 5.13 4.68 
production agri- 1.45 1.53 1.34 1.06 1.40 
culture 
Vocational students 
in an orientation 
to agriculture 3.67 3.89 3.98 3.87 3.89 „ oio 
course of study 1.30 1.58 1.39 1.19 1.42 
such as 7th and 
8th grade 
program 
Only those voca­
tional students 4.19 3.71 3.67 3.73 3.77 
who desire to 1.67 2.05 1.87 1.44 1.86 
become members 
Avocational 4.30 3.60 3.50 3.93 3.71 
students 1.66 1.96 1.80 1.28 1.80 
0.93 .430 
0.66 .576 
0.53 .660 
1.41 .273 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 18. Principals' perceptions of aspects of the FFA program which 
should occupy in-class instructional time by region of 
country 
Region 
Option 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
3.74 
1.26 
3,55 
1.55 
4.27 
1.21 
4.00 
1.31 
3.91 
1.38 3.09* .029 
1.17 
Planning any FFA 
activity 
Conducting any FFA 
activity in the 
chapter program of 
activities 
Selected FFA activ­
ities which directly 
relate to -he spe­
cialty area of 
instruction 
FFA activities which 
may not directly 
relate to the spe­
cialty area in which 
the student is 
enrolled 
Selected FFA activ­
ities which can be 
utilized without 
taking time needed 
to teach content of 
the instructional 
program 
Preparation for 
judging contests 
related to the spe­
cialty area in which 
the student is 
enrolled 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
3.59 3.49 
1.19 1.50 
4.26 4.29 
1.20 1.49 
3.44 3.25 
1.19 1.40 
3.93 4.33 
1.36 
4.70 4.55 
0.95 1.39 
4.02 3.73 3.74 
1.22 1.53 
1.13 
1.05 
1.35 
4.52 4.60 4.40 
1.24 1.27 
3.41 3.13 3.34 
1.19 1.21 
4.17 4.33 4.20 
1.25 0.98 1.25 
4.79 4.60 4.67 
0.97 1.12 1.13 
1.65 
0.54 
179 
.655 
0.37 .773 
0.69 .560 
0.48 .696 
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Table 18. (Continued) 
Region 
Option 1 
Mean 
S.D. 
2 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
Mean 
S.D. 
Total 
Mean 
S.D. 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob, 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=55 N=163 
Preparation for 
any judging contest 
4.07 
1.14 
3.85 
1.52 
4.03 
1.25 
3.80 
0.94 
3.96 
1.30 0.33 .808 
Activities 
specifically 
selected to 
develop leadership, 
citizenship, and 
cooperation 
Record keeping for 
individual and 
chapter awards 
Preparation of 
individual award 
applications 
Fund raising 
projects which use 
minimal class time 
that relate to 
agriculture, have 
educational value, 
and are conducted 
according to sound 
business practices 
4.70 
1.23 
4.26 
1.40 
3.74 
1.40 
3.70 
1.38 
4.87 
.131 
4.05 
1.53 
3.65 
1.39 
3.49 
1.43 
4.94 4.60 4.85 
1.05 1.35 
1.32 1.40 
1.19 
4.35 3.73 4.18 
1.20 1.22 1.36 
3.86 3.40 3.73 
1.36 
3.59 3.93 3.61 
1.39 1.28 1.39 
0.48 .698 
1.07 .363 
0.56 .643 
0.45 .719 
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An interpretation of data in Table 19 reveals that region of 
country did not affect principals' perceptions of the title which 
should be used to describe agricultural education programs. As a group, 
principals gave the highest rating to the title "vocational agricul­
ture." However, principals from the Western and Central regions 
exhibited a higher level of agreement with the title "agricultural 
education," and principals from the North Atlantic region exhibited an 
equal level of agreement with both "vocational agriculture" and 
"agricultural education." 
Tables 20-28 display, by region of country, superintendents' 
perceptions of selected national issues in agricultural education. It 
was observed, based on data in Table 20, that superintendents' opinions 
on the purposes of agricultural education generally were not different 
by region of country. Region of country had a very significant affect 
(F-probability .001) on superintendents' perceptions of whether agricul­
tural education's purpose included developing the abilities of individ­
uals to be intelligent consumers. Superintendents from all regions 
agreed that this was a purpose of agricultural education but superinten­
dents from the Western and Southern regions exhibited a stronger level 
of agreement with this purpose than did superintendents from the Central 
and North Atlantic regions. 
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Table 19. Principals' perceptions of the title which should be used to 
describe agricultural education programs by region of 
country 
T, - a Region 
Options 12 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=27 N=55 N=66 N=15 N=163 
Vocational agricul- 4.37 4.36 4.55 3.87 4.39 ^ Qg 
in agriculture 
ture 1 .31 1. 27 
Agricultural 4 .56 4. 40 
education 1 .01 1. 21 
Agriculture/agri­
business/natural 3 .56 3. 58 
resources 1.31 1.08 
education 
Vocational-tech- ia q lo 
nical education ,'., .' ^ ^0 . 6 2  . 6 0 5  1.16 1.25 
Agricultural 
education and 3.56 3.36 
renewable natural 
resources 
1. 12 
3. 52 
1. 25 
3. 78 
1. 34 
4. 15 
1. 09 
4. 15 
1. 38 
3. 73 
1. 33 
4, ,31 
Vocational agri-
culture/agri- "Mi "Mi fir 1-83 .144 
business 
Agricultural and 
natural resources ^ ^ ^ ' o "  ^' é o  o A  0.26 .853 
education 
Agriculture/agri- . 4.18 3.53 4.16 , -g £57 
business education 1.38 1.37 1.25 1.36 1.33 
1. 30 
4. 30 
1. 39 
3. 65 
1. 23 
3. 59 
1. ,15 
3, .12 
1, .12 
3, .85 
1, .27 
3 .56 
1 .23 
 
1. 73 
3. 87 
1. 81 
3. 53 
1. 55 
3. 40 
1. ,76 
3. 13 
1, .25 
3 .53 
1 .19 
3 .73 
1 .53 
 
1. 34 
4. 34 
1. 32 
3. 60 
1. 22 
3. 53 
1. ,25 
3, .28 
1, .12 
3, 
00 
1 .31 
3 .67 
1 .30 
 
0.94 .425 
0.07 .976 
1.17 .323 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 20. Superintendents' perceptions of the purpose of agricultural 
education by region of country 
Region 
Option 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob, 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=163 
General education 
of an avocational 
nature 
3.73 
1.33 
3.91 
1.15 
3.98 
1.12 
4.20 
0.94 
3.95 
1.14 0.45 .720 
Orientation and 5.00 5.00 4.88 5.00 4.96 0.16 .923 
exploration 0.93 0.91 0.93 0,76 0.89 
Preparation for 
advanced study at 4 . 7 3  4 . 5 3  4 . 4 7  4 . 4 7  4 . 5 2  n  ?s 8 7 7  
the post-secondary 1 . 0 3  1 . 1 5  1 . 0 3  1 . 3 0  ^  ' '  '  
level 
Preparation for 
advanced study at 4 . 4 0  4 . 2 8  4 . 3 3  4 . 3 3  4 . 3 2  n  0 5  9 8 7  
the baccalaureate 0 . 9 9  1 . 2 5  1 . 0 6  1 . 2 3  
level 
employment or self- i.Q? 1.08 0.99 ^ n? O'** -592 
Preparation for 
employment 
Up-grading and 3.87 4.05 4.47 3.67 4.12 , 
retraining 1.25 1.25 1.30 1.40 ' 
intelligent 
consumers 
0.56 1.25 0.85 0.88 1.09 
0.63 .596 To develop the 4.47 4.53 4.63 4.20 
"total individual" 0.72 1.15 1.07 1.32 
Develop the 
to be ^ 5.68- .001 
1. 11
 
1. 15 
4. 82 
1. 07 
 
1. 29 
4. 54 
1. 10 
4. 14 
a 
** 
Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Superintendents from different regions of the country generally 
exhibited the same level of agreement on the clientele who should be 
served by agricultural education (Table 21). However, superintendents 
from different regions did demonstrate different levels of agreement 
on whether agricultural education should serve in-school youth with 
social, physical, and economic handicaps. Superintendents from the 
North Atlantic region expressed a lower level of agreement with 
serving this clientele group than did superintendents from the Western 
or Central regions. 
Superintendents from different regions of the country expressed 
varying levels of agreement on some content areas in agricultural educa­
tion (Table 22). Superintendents from the Southern region demonstrated 
a higher level of agreement with the content area "ornamental horti­
culture" than did superintendents from the Central or Western regions. 
Superintendents from the Central and Southern regions demonstrated a 
higher level of agreement with this content area than did superintendents 
from the North Atlantic region. Forestry was also a content area which 
received different levels of agreement. Superintendents from the 
Southern region demonstrated a higher level of agreement with this 
content area than did superintendents from the Central or Western 
regions. 
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Table 21. Superintendents' perceptions of the clientele 
served by agricultural education by region of 
who should be 
country 
Region 
Option 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Students in grades 2.73 2.47 2.58 3.07 2.61 
K-6 1.28 1.18 1.18 1.44 1.22 
Students in grades 3.13 3.58 3.93 3.80 3.67 
7-8 1.41 1.10 1.18 1.26 1.20 
Students in grades 5.07 5.28 5.21 4.81 5.18 
9-10 0.59 1.00 0.74 0.86 0.87 
Students in grades 5.27 5.44 5.40 5.13 5.37 
11-12 0.46 0.82 0.66 0.83 0.74 
Out-of-school youth 4.40 1.12 
4.02 
1.42 
4.28 
1.33 
3.60 
1.55 
4.10 
1.38 
Adults seeking 
employment in occupa­
tions requiring 
knowledge and skill 
4.07 
1.28 
4.04 
1.41 
4.28 
1.35 
4.13 
1.41 
4.13 
1.37 
in agriculture 
Out-of-school youth 
or adults who desire 
knowledge and skill 
in agriculture for 
3.47 
1.46 
3.54 
1.30 
3.58 
1.03 
3.53 
1.13 
3.55 
1.20 
personal reasons 
Rural students 5. 27 0.46 
5.21 
0.80 
5.07 
0.88 
5.00 
0.76 
5.15 
0.79 
Urban students 4.07 0.96 
4.33 
0.99 
4.23 
1.23 
3.87 
1.88 
4.22 
1.09 
Suburban students 4.13 0.92 
4.39 
1.00 
4.37 
1.07 
4.13 
0.92 
4.32 
1.00 
In-school youth with 
social, physical. 4.73 4.46 4.26 3.73 4.34 
and economic 0.59 1.09 0.90 0.80 0.98 
handicaps 
P— F— 
Value Prob, 
0.99 .399 
1.89 .134 
1.33 .268 
0.79 .502 
1.21 .310 
0.27 .848 
0.03 .992 
0.54 .653 
0.82 .483 
0.47 .707 
3.28* .023 
Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 21. (Continued) 
Region^ 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Options Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Out-of-school youth 
and adults with 
social, physical, 
and economic 
u>
 
O
 0
0 
O
 
3.74 
1.34 
3.53 
1.22 
3.07 
1.03 
3.60 
1.24 1.33 . 2 6 8  
handicaps 
Females 4.80 1.08 
4.93 
0.94 
4.58 
0.96 
4.80 
0.68 
4.78 
0.94 1.13 .340 
A comparison, by region of country, of superintendents' perceptions 
of the clientele who should be required to conduct supervised occupa­
tional experience programs is presented in Table 23. Superintendents 
expressed no difference based on region of country except for the 
clientele group "students enrolled in classes for orientation to agri­
culture such as in grades seventh and eighth." Superintendents from the 
Southern region did not reveal as strong a level of disagreement with 
requiring this group to conduct supervised occupational experience 
projects as did superintendents from Western and Central regions. 
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Table 22. Superintendents' perceptions of the content of agricultural 
education by region of country 
Region^ 
Option 1 Mean 
2 
Mean 
3 
Mean 
4 
Mean 
Total 
Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Agricultural 
production 
5.13 
0.92 
5.33 
0.81 
5.16 
0.72 
5.07 
0.59 
5.22 
0.77 0.75 .526 
Agricultural 
supply and service 
5.13 
0.83 
5.26 
0.86 
5.05 
0.82 
5.06 
0.26 
5.15 
0.79 0.68 .563 
Agricultural 
mechanics 
4.67 
0.98 
5.16 
0.90 
5.12 
0.85 
4.53 
0.64 
5.02 
0.89 3.05* .038 
Agricultural 
products 
5.07 
0.70 
5.19 
0.83 
4.93 
0.80 
5.07 
0.59 
5.08 
0.78 0.92 
.434 
Ornamental 4.60 4.49 4.88 4.33 4.62 2.23 .088 
horticulture 1.12 0.89 0.76 0.90 0.89 
Horticulture 4.60 1.06 
4.79 
1.01 
4.93 
0.77 
4.60 
0.74 
4.79 
0.91 0.77 
.514 
Renewable natural 4.87 4.82 4.93 5.20 4.91 0.87 .459 
resources 0.64 0.93 0.77 0.56 0.81 
Forestry 
4.20 
0.77 
4.28 
0.98 
4.84 
0.65 
4.47 
0.74 
4.48 
0.86 4.29** .007 
Other types of 
agriculture 
4.40 
0.74 
4.33 
1.01 
4.54 
0.91 
4.27 
0.70 
4.40 
0.91 0.52 .672 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 23. Superintendents' perceptions of the clientele who should be 
required to conduct supervised occupational experience/ 
practice programs by region of country 
Region' 
Option 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
All vocational 
students enrolled 
in a production 
agricultural course 
of study 
All vocational 
students enrolled 
in a non-production 
agriculture course 
of study 
Students enrolled 
in non-vocational 
agricultural 
education programs 
Students enrolled 
in classes for 
orientation to agri 
culture such as in 
grades 7 and 8 
Students receiving 
agricultural 
instruction in 
grades K-6 
4.53 4.53 
1.41 1.34 
3.53 3.75 
1.41 1.29 
3.00 3.11 
0.85 1.11 
2.33 2.53 
- 0.98 1.12 
1.87 2.16 
0.83 1.16 
4.95 4.47 4.66 
0.82 0.52 1.13 
4.05 3.80 3.83 
1.27 1.01 1.26 
3.26 3.13 3.15 
1.31 0.92 1.13 
3.21 2.67 2.75 
1.36 1.05 1 . 2 2  
2.40 2.20 2.21 
1.28 0.94 1.15 
1.45 .230 
0.76 .518 
0.24 .868 
3.49* .018 
0.86 .464 
Scale described on Table 11. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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Data in Table 24 present superintendents' perceptions of 
acceptable types of supervised occupational experience programs for 
students enrolled in a production agriculture program by region of the 
country. Superintendents did not express a difference in perception 
based on region of country except for supplementary farm projects. 
Concerning this area, superintendents from the Central and Southern 
regions exhibited a higher level of agreement than did superintendents 
from the Western region. 
Superintendents had a different set of opinions on their 
perceptions of acceptable types of supervised occupational experience 
for students enrolled in non-production agriculture (Table 25). 
Southern region superintendents demonstrated a higher level of 
agreement with accepting group projects of a non-production nature than 
did superintendents from the Western region. Also, Southern region 
superintendents displayed a higher level of agreement with accepting 
exploratory practices than did Western region superintendents. 
Region of country had an effect on superintendents' perceptions of 
the clientele enrolled in agricultural education who should be members 
of FFA (Table 26) . Superintendents from the Western region, when 
compared to superintendents from the Central and Southern regions, 
expressed a lower level of agreement with requiring all vocational 
students to be FFA members. Western region superintendents also 
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Table 24. Superintendents' perceptions of acceptable types of super­
vised occupational experience/practice for students enrolled 
in a production agriculture program by region of country 
Options 1 
Mean 
S.D. 
Region 
2 
Mean 
S.D. 
3 
Mean 
S.D. 
4 
Mean 
S.D. 
Total 
Mean 
S.D. 
F— F— 
Value Prob. 
Supervised farming 
projects (enter­
prise) 
Home and/or farm 
improvement 
projects 
Supplementary farm 
projects 
Group projects 
related to produc­
tion agriculture 
Projects of an 
ext repreneur ial 
(ownership) nature 
Projects related to 
the specialty area 
in which the 
student is enrolled 
Farm placement 
Practice/experience 
in the school 
laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or 
farm separate from 
scheduled in-school 
instruction 
n=15 
4.67 
N=57 
5.18 
N=43 
5,14 
N=15 
4.93 
N=130 
5.08 
0.90 1.12 0.71 0.59 0.93 
4.73 4.96 5.09 4.87 4.97 
0.70 1.18 0.72 0.83 0.96 
4.07 4.81 4.86 4.60 4.72 
1.03 1.19 0.77 0.63 1.01 
4.27 4.63 4.61 4.40 4.55 
1.03 1.08 0.95 0.63 0.99 
4.53 4.74 4.79 4.27 4.68 
0.92 1.09 0.77 0.88 0.96 
5.00 4.89 5.00 4.80 4.93 
0.53 1.14 0.95 0.41 0.96 
4.20 4.42 4.72 4.53 4.51 
1.32 1.15 0.85 0.83 1.05 
4.67 4.51 4.70 4.67 4.61 
1.23 1.21 1.08 0.90 1.13 
1.39 .250 
0.60 .618 
2.66 0.51 
0.69 .558 
1.31 .273 
0.23 
1.15 
.884 
.330 
0.26 .855 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 24. (Continued) 
Region^ 
Option 12 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Practice/experience 
in the school 
school gwùnds, or ft! ïïtH Ttfl 
farm during class 
time 
Exploratory 4.27 4.28 4.44 4.27 
experience 0.59 1.05 0.98 0.80 
Cooperative ^ ^ g, 
educatxor 
programs 
education ïtïë TÎTê lioS ^ 0.59 .621 
1. 25 
 
 00
 
4. 12 
1. ,47 
4.53 
4. 28 
1. 31 
4. 33 
0. 95 
4. 14 
1. ,39 
0.29 .834 
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Table 25. 
Option 
Superintendents' perceptions of acceptable types of super­
vised occupational experience/practice for students enrolled 
in non-production agriculture by region of country 
Region' a 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
4.00 
00 
4.47 4.33 4.27 
1.20 1.20 1.08 1.05 1.14 
4.80 4.84 4.77 4.67 4.77 
0.68 1.00 1.09 0.83 0.98 
3.67 4.12 4.32 4.00 4.12 
1.05 1.02 0.99 0.85 1.00 
F- F-
Value Prob. 
Home projects of 
non-production 
nature 
Placement in 
agribusiness 
Group projects of 
a non-production 
agriculture nature 
Projects of an 
entrepreneurial 
(ownership) nature 
Projects related 
exclusively to the 
specialty area in 
which the student 
is enrolled 
Practice/experience 
in the laboratory, on 
the school grounds, 4.40 
or farm separate from 0.91 
scheduled in-school 
instruction 
Practice/experience 
in the laboratory, 
on the school 
grounds, or farm 
during class time 
4.07 4.60 
1.28 0.98 
4.33 4.49 
0.90 0.95 
4.53 
1 .10  
4.33 4.02 
1.45 1.33 
0.80 
1.10 1.15 
4.56 4.13 4.47 
1.06 0.98 
4.58 4.20 4.47 
1 . 0 1  
4.58 4.33 4.51 
1.14 0.98 1.07 
4.28 4.00 4.14 
1.24 0.85 1.26 
0.84 .472 
0.58 .626 
1.72 . 1 6 6  
1.90 .133 
0.52 .602 
0.25 .860 
0.53 .665 
Exploratory 
experience 
3.80 
1.08 
4.30 
1.03 
4.56 
0.93 
4. 
0. 
13 
92 
4.31 
1.01 2.37 
.074 
Cooperative educa­
tion programs in 
agriculture 
3.87 
1.60 
3.68 
1.57 
4.05 
1.41 
4. 
1. 
07 
16 
3.87 
1.48 0.59 .623 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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expressed a lower level of agreement when compared with Southern and 
Central region superintendents with requiring all vocational students 
in non-production agriculture to become FFA members. Western region 
superintendents indicated a significantly different level of agreement, 
when compared with Southern region superintendents, with requiring FFA 
membership from vocational students in an orientation to agriculture 
courses of study such as seventh and eighth grade programs. Western 
region superintendents disagreed with the requirements (x = 2.93) while 
Southern region superintendents agreed with it (x = 4.05). 
Data in Table 27 reveal a comparison, by region of country, of 
superintendents' perceptions of aspects of the FFA program which should 
occupy in-class instructional time. Superintendents from the Western 
region, when compared to other regions, indicated a lower level of 
agreement with allowing in-class instructional time for planning any 
FFA activity. Superintendents from the Western and Central regions 
indicated a lower level of agreement than did Southern region superin­
tendents when considering in-class instructional time for the prepara­
tion of individual award applications. Western and Central region 
superintendents disagreed with allowing time for this activity 
(x = 3.13 and 3.42 respectively) while Southern region superintendents 
agreed with allowing time for this activity (x = 4.02). 
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Table 26. 
Option 
Superintendents' perceptions of the clientele enrolled in 
agricultural education who should be members of FFA by 
region of country. 
Region^ 
1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
3.87 4.93 4.95 4.80 4.80 
1.68 1.39 1.23 0.94 1.36 
3.60 4.65 4.63 3.93 4.44 
1.72 1.40 1.35 1.10 1.43 
2.93 3.67 4.05 3.40 3.68 
1.33 1.50 1.34 1.12 1.42 
F-
Value 
F-
Prob. 
All vocational 
students in produc­
tion agriculture 
All vocational 
students in non-
production agri­
culture 
Vocational students 
in an orientation 
to agriculture 
course of study such 
as 7th and 8th 
grade programs 
Only those voca­
tional students who 
desire to become 
members 
Avocational students 
4.87 4.04 
1.19 1.73 
4.60 4.00 
1.45 1.64 
1.72 
3.98 
3.93 4.07 4.10 
1.71 1.68 
3.87 4.05 
2.83* .041 
3.18* .026 
2.63 0.53 
1.58 1.64 1.59 
1.23 .303 
0.71 .551 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 27. Superintendents' perceptions of aspects of the FFA program 
which should occupy in-class instructional time by region of 
country 
Region^ 
Options 12 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Planning any FFA 3.33 3.72 3.77 4.00 3.72 
activity 1.40 1.49 1.36 1.07 1.39 
Conducting any FFA 
activity in the 3.33 3.47 3.74 2.93 3.48 . «s: 
chapter program of 1.40 1.39 1.36 1.33 1.38 
activities 
Selected FFA 
activities which 4.27 4.40 4.37 4.33 4.37 
directly relate 1.22 1.28 1.23 1.35 1.25 
to the specialty 
area of instruction 
FFA activities which 
may not directly 
related to the 3.00 3.22 3.47 3.00 3.25 
specialty area in 1.20 1.24 1.18 1.00 1.19 
which the student 
is enrolled 
Selected FFA 
activities which 
can be utilized 3.67 4.12 4.12 4.00 4.05 
without taking 1.54 1.36 1.38 1.20 1.37 
time needed to teach 
content of the 
instructional 
program 
Preparation for 
judging contests 
related to the 4.33 4.54 4.70 4.73 4.59 
specialty area in 1.35 1.36 1.23 0.80 1.26 
which the student 
is enrolled 
0.05 .985 
0.91 .436 
0.48 .695 
0.40 .754 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 27. (Continued) 
Options 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Preparation for any-
judging contest 
3.93 
1.67 
3.72 
1.28 
4.12 
1.48 
3.87 
1.19 
3.89 
1.38 0.67 .569 
Activities specifi­
cally selected to 4.87 4.63 5.00 4.93 4.82 develop leadership. ^^^^^ 0.93 .427 
Citizenship, and 
ccoperation 
# it* it# m 
chapter awards 
SKIdS\wLd 141 141 442 147 147 2.72* .047 
applications 1.19 1.35 1.41 1.10 1.35 
Fund raising 
projects which 
use minimal class 
time that relate 
to agriculture, 3.47 3.47 3.86 3.67 3.62 
have educational 1.55 1.45 1.51 1.50 1.48 
value, and are 
conducted 
according to sound 
business practices 
0.62 .605 
*Significant at the .05 level. 
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Data in Table 28 reveal that region of country did not have an 
effect on superintendents' perceptions of the title which should be 
used to describe agricultural education programs. As a total group, 
superintendents gave the highest degree of agreement with the title 
"agriculture/agribusiness education." However, "agriculture/agri­
business/natural resources education" received an equal or higher 
rating from superintendents in the Western and North Atlantic regions, 
and "vocational agriculture" received a higher rating from superin­
tendents in the Central region. 
The contents of Table 29 provide a summary of differences, due to 
region of country, of administrators' perceptions of selected national 
issues in agricultural education. In no case did both groups of 
administrators differ on the same option. Superintendents expressed 
more regional differences (N = 26) than did principals (N = 8). Of the 
474 possible instances of regional differences, actual differences 
occurred in 34 instances (7%). The greatest number of differences 
occurred between administrators from the Western and Southern regions. 
The least number of differences occurred between administrators from the 
North Atlantic region and administrators from either the Central or 
Western regions. 
A synopsis of the number of differences between administrator 
groups is presented in Table 30. Administrators from the North Atlantic 
region displayed the highest degree of congruence with administrators 
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Table 28. Superintendents' perceptions of the title which should be 
used to describe agricultural education programs by region 
of country 
Region^ 
Options 1 2 3 4 Total 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean F- F-
S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Prob. 
N=15 N=57 N=43 N=15 N=130 
Vocational agri­ 3.93 4.18 4.14 3.53 4.06 1.08 .383 
culture 1.39 1.35 1.30 1.25 1.33 
Agricultural 
education 
3.93 
1.53 
4.04 
1.31 
4.19 
1.30 
3.73 
1.33 
4.04 
1.33 0.47 .705 
Agriculture/agri-
bus ine ss/natural 
resources education 
4.13 
1.30 
3.51 
1.34 
3.84 
1.34 
4.33 
1.35 
3.78 
1.35 2.01 .115 
Vocational-technical 
education in agri­
culture 
3.27 
1,10 
3.39 
1.35 
3.67 
1.30 
3.73 
1.33 
3.51 
1.30 0.72 .543 
Agricultural educa­
tion and renewable 
natural resources 
3.67 
0.90 
3.05 
1.16 
3.35 
1.25 
3.27 
0.96 
3.25 
1.15 1.34 .266 
Vocational agri­
culture/agri-
business 
4.00 
1.31 
4.16 
1.13 
3.88 
1.38 
3.53 
1.13 
3.98 
1.24 1.13 .341 
Agricultural and 
natural resources 
education 
3.93 3.46 3.58 3.40 3.55 0.68 .563 
1.10 1.31 1.24 0.91 1.22 
Agriculture/agri­
business education 
4.13 
1.06 
4.00 
1.34 
4.28 
1.43 
4.00 
1.13 
4.11 
1.31 0.40 
.752 
^Scale described on Table 11. 
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Table 29. Summary of differences, due to region of country, of princi­
pals' and superintendents' perceptions of selected national 
issues in agricultural education 
Regional Groups^ 
Issues and Options 1 1 1 2 2 3 
vs vs vs vs vs vs 
2 3 4 3 4 4 
PURPOSE OF AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
Develop the abilities (s)t (S) (S) (S) 
of individuals to be 4.80= 4.80 3.86 4.44 
intelligent consumers 3.86^ 3.67 3.67 3.67 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD BE 
SERVED BY AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION (P) (P) 
Students in grades 3.56 3.56 
K-6 2.78 2.67 
(S) 
Students in grades 3.13 
7-8 3.93 
In-school youth with (S) (S) 
social, physical, 4.73 4.46 
and economic handicaps 3.73 3.73 
CONTENT OF AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION (S) (S) 
Agricultural mechanics 5.16 5.12 
4.53 4.53 
(S) (S) 
Ornamental horticulture 4.49 4.88 
4.88 4.33 
(S) (S) 
Forestry 4.20 4.28 
4.84 4.84 
^Groups which were different at the .05 level. 
S = superintendents, P = principals. 
^ean of top group listed in heading. 
Slean of bottom group listed in heading. 
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Table 29. (Continued) 
Regional Groups 
Issues and Options 1 1 1 2 2 3 
vs vs vs vs vs vs 
2 3 4 3 4 4 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD 
BE REQUIRED TO CONDUCT 
SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE PROJECTS 
All vocational stu­
dents enrolled in a 
non-production course 
of study 
Students enrolled in 
classes for orienta­
tion to agriculture 
such as in grades 7 
and 8 
Students receiving 
agricultural instruc­
tion in grades K-6 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF 
SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE FOR STUDENTS 
ENROLLED IN A PRODUCTION 
AGRICULTURE PROGRAM 
(P) 
4.33 
3.69 
(P) 
2.85 
1.75 
(S) 
2.33 
3.21 
(P) 
2.85 
2.06 
(S) (S) 
Supplementary farm 4.07 4.07 
projects 4.81 4.86 
Projects of an (P) 
entrepreneurial 5.04 
nature 4.48 
(S) 
2.53 
3.21 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPER­
VISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPE­
RIENCE FOR STUDENTS 
ENROLLED IN A NON-PRODUC­
TION AGRICULTURE PROGRAM 
Group projects of a (S) 
non-production agri- 3.67 
culture nature 4.32 
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Table 29. (Continued) 
Issue and Option Regional Groups 1 1 1 
vs vs vs 
2 3 4 
(?) 
4.78 
4.14 
(S) 
3.80 
4.56 
2 2 3 
vs vs vs 
3 4 4 
Projects of an 
entrepreneurial 
nature 
Exploratory experience 
CLIENTENE ENROLLED IN 
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
WHO SHOULD BE FFA MEMBERS 
All vocational stu- (S) 
dents in production 3.87 
agriculture 4,93 
All vocational stu- (S) 
dents in non-produc- 3.60 
tion agriculture 4.65 
Vocational students 
in an orientation to 
agriculture course 
of study such as 
7th and 8th grade 
programs 
ASPECTS OF THE FFA 
PROGRAM WHICH SHOULD 
OCCUPY IN-CLASS 
INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 
Planning any FFA 
activity 
Record keeping for 
individual and 
chapter awards 
Total superintendent 
differences 4 
Total principal 
differences 3 
Total differences 7 
(S) 
3.87 
4.95 
(S) 
3.60 
4.63 
(S) 
2.93 
4.05 
(S) 
3.47 
4.44 
10 
4 
14 
0 
2 
(P) 
3.55 
4.27 
(S) 
3.74 
4.44 
0 
2 
(S) 
4.44 
3.47 
0 
4 
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from all other regions. Administrators from the Western and Southern 
regions displayed the highest degree of dissention with administrators 
from all other regions. 
Table 30. Number of differences among principals and superintendents 
from different regions towards selected national issues in 
agricultural education 
Region^ 
Number of Differences 
With With With With 
Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Total 
1 7 14 2 23 
2 7 6 2 15 
3 14 6 4 24 
4 2 2 4 8 
^Region 1 = Western, Region 2 = Central, Region 3 = Southern, and 
Region 4 = North Atlantic. 
Correlation with Demographic Characteristics 
Pearson correlations were calculated for principals' and superin­
tendents' perceptions of selected national issues with two demographic 
characteristics: years of administrative experience and number of 
students in the administrator's school. No correlation coefficient 
greater than .28 was found. Appendix F displays correlation 
coefficients for each item. 
Table 31 presents a comparison of the number of principals and 
superintendents agreeing or disagreeing with selected national issues 
in agricultural education. For the majority of issues, the proportion 
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of persons from both administrator groups agreeing with the issue was 
usually not significantly different from the expected proportion. Of 
the 79 issues studied, a significant difference was found in only six 
instances. In five of those six instances, a greater number of super­
intendents disagreed than expected. A greater number of superintendents 
disagreed (N= 35) with general education of an avocational nature as a 
purpose of agricultural education. With a significance of .056, a 
greater proportion of superintendents disagreed that agricultural educa­
tion should serve students in grades K-6. A greater proportion of 
principals disagreed with serving out-of-school youth and adults with 
social, physical, and economic handicaps (significance = .055). A 
greater proportion of superintendents (significance = .076) disagreed 
with allowing in-class instruction time for FFA record keeping for 
individual or chapter awards. When concerned with the title of agricul­
tural education programs, a greater proportion of superintendents 
disagreed with the titles "vocational agriculture" and "agricultural 
education." 
Major Findings 
One hundred sixty-three principals and 130 superintendents responded 
to the survey instruments. Principals and superintendents agreed with 
91 percent of the choices presented. The groups, principals and 
superintendents, displayed a different level of agreement on issues in 
seven instances. An analysis of differing levels of agreement due to 
Table 31. Comparison of the number of principals and superintendents agreeing or disagreeing 
with selected national issues 
Selected national Issues 
Principals Superintendents 
Observed 
Expected 
Observed 
Expected 
Chi-
Square Significance 
PURPOSE OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
General education of an 
avocational nature 
Orientation and exploration 
Preparation for advanced 
study at the post-secondary 
level 
Preparation for advanced 
study at the baccalaureate 
level 
Up-grading and retraining 
To develop the "total 
individual" 
Develop the abilities of 
Individuals to be intelli­
gent consumers 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD BE SERVED 
BY AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Students in grades K-6 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
N=163 
22 
31.7 
5 
6 . 1  
20 
21.7 
Disagree 28 
30.0 
Disagree 46 
47.3 
Disagree 16 
17.8 
Disagree 24 
29.5 
Disagree 94 
N=130 
35 
25.3 
6 
4.9 
19 
17.3 
26 
102.4 
24.0 
39 
37.7 
16 
14.2 
29 
23.5 
90 
8 1 . 6  
7.49** 
0.15 
0.17 
0 . 2 2  
0.04 
0.24 
2.32 
.006 
.702 
.679 
.640 
.839 
.624 
. 1 2 8  
3.66 .056 
Students In grades 7-8 
Students in grades 9-10 
Students in grades 11-12 
Out-of-school youth 
Adults seeking employment in 
occupations requiring knowl­
edge and skill in agricul­
ture 
Out-of-school youth or adults 
who desire knowledge and 
skill in agriculture for 
personal reasons 
Rural students 
Urban students 
Suburban students 
In-school youth with social, 
physical, and economic 
handicaps 
Out-of-school youth and 
adults with social, physical, 
and economic handicaps 
Females 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
50.6 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
**Signifleant at the ,10 level. 
48 46 
52.3 41.7 
3 5 
4.5 3.5 
5 2 
3.9 3.1 
57 38 
52.8 42.2 
55 36 
40.4 
74 58 
73.4 58.6 
3 4 
3.9 3.1 
23 26 
27.3 21.7 
23 22 
25.0 20.0 
30 21 
28.4 22.6 
91 57 
82.3 65.7 
23 11 
18.9 15.1 
0.91 
0.47 
0 . 2 2  
0.84 
0.97 
0 . 0 0  
0.09 
1.40 
0.25 
0 . 1 2  
3.69 
1.73 
.339 
.493 
.641 
.359 
.325 
.978 
.762 
.236 
.627 
.727 
.055 
. 188  
Table 31. (Continued) 
Principals Superintendents 
Selected national issues Observed Observed 
Expected Expected 
Chl-
Square Significance 
CONTENT OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Agricultural production 
Agricultural supply and 
service 
Agricultural mechanics 
Agricultural products 
Ornamental horticulture 
Horticulture 
Renewable natural resources 
Forestry 
Other types of agriculture 
CLIENTELE mO SHOULD BE REQUIRED 
TO CONDUCT SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE/PRACTICE PROGRAMS 
N=163 
Disagree 
Disagree 
2 . 8  
3 
3.39 
Disagree 4 
6 . 1  
Disagree 2 
3.3 
Disagree 15 
15.0 
Disagree 6 
7.2 
Disagree 6 
6 . 1  
Disagree 16 
16.7 
Disagree 15 
17.2 
N=130 
2 . 2  
4 
3.1 
7 
4.9 
4 
2.7 
n 
12 
7 
5.8 
5 
4.9 
14 
13.3 
16 
13.8 
0.07 
0.09 
1 .00  
0.48 
0.00  
0.17 
0.00  
0 . 0 1  
0.45 
.798 
.762 
.316 
.487 
1.00 
.676 
1.00 
.941 
.505 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a production agri­
cultural course of study 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a non-production 
agriculture course of study 
Students enrolled in non-
vocational agricultural 
education programs 
Students enrolled in 
classes for orientation to 
agriculture such as in 
grades 7th and 8th 
Students receiving agri­
cultural instruction in 
grades K-6 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED 
OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/PRACTICE 
FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN A 
PRODUCTION AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM 
Supervised farming projects 
(enterprises) 
Home and/or farm improvement 
projects 
Supplementary farm projects 
Group projects related to 
production agriculture 
Projects of an entrepre­
neurial (ownership) nature 
Disagree 22 
22.3 
Disagree 56 
57.3 
Disagree 91 
95.7 
Disagree 113 
115.2 
Disagree 141 
140.7 
Disagree 
Disagree 
7.8 
9 
9.5 
Disagree 10 
11.7 
Disagree 19 
17.2 
Disagree 15 
15.6 
17 .7 
47 
45 .7 
81 
76 .3 
94 
91. ,8 
112 
112.3 
7 
6. 2 
8 
7. 5 
11 
9. 3 
12 
13. 8 
13 
12. 4 
0.00 1.00 
0.04 .844 
0.99 .317 
0.18 .669 
0 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  
0.03 .874 
0.00 1.00 
0.29 .590 
0.23 .632 
0.00 .976 
Table 31. (Continued) 
Selected national issues 
Projects related to the 
specialty area in which 
the student is enrolled 
Farm placement 
Practice/experience in the 
school laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or farm 
separate from scheduled 
in-school instruction 
Practice/experience in the 
school laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or farm 
during class time 
Exploratory experience 
Cooperative education 
programs 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED 
OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/PRACTICE 
FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN NON-
PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE 
Home projects of non-produc-
tion nature 
Principals Superintendents 
Observed Observed Chi-
Expected Expected Square Significance 
N=163 N=130 
Disagree 7 8 
8.3 6.7 
Disagree 22 18 
22.3 17.7 
Disagree 20 15 
19.5 15.5 
Disagree 37 29 
36.7 29.3 
Disagree 44 42 
0.20 .652 
0.00 1.00 
0.00 .992 
0.00 1.00 
Disagree 21 20 „ 77? 
23.4 18.6 
47.8 38.2 
0.74 3.88 
Disagree 27 28 r, 0-, oci 
w:6 1ÂÂ 
Placement in agriculture Disagree 18 
15.6 
Group projects of a non-
production agriculture nature 
Projects of an entrepre­
neurial (ownership) nature 
Projects related exclusively 
to the specialty area in 
which the student is enrolled 
Practice/experience in the 
laboratory, on the school 
grounds, or farm separate 
from scheduled in-school 
instruction 
Practice/experience in the 
laboratory, on the school 
grounds, or farm during 
class time 
Exploratory experience 
Cooperative education 
programs in agriculture 
CLIENTELE ENROLLED IN AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION WHO SHOULD BE MEMBERS OF 
THE FFA 
All vocational students in 
production agriculture 
All vocational students in 
non-production agriculture 
Disagree 36 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree 
35.6 
Disagree 29 
26.7 
Disagree 27 
2 6 . 1  
Disagree 29 
26.7 
Disagree 45 
45.1 
TJ 
28.9 
57 
59.5 
Disagree 19 
23.4 
20 
35.0 
10 
12.4 
28 
28.4 
19 
21.3 
20 
20.9 
JJ 
21.3 
36 
35.9 
25 
23.1 
50 
47.5 
23 
1 8 . 6  
33 
2 8 . 0  
0.59 
0 .00  
0.33 
0.01 
0.33 
0 .00  
0.19 
0.24 
1 . 6 8  
1.69 
.442 
1.00 
.568 
.910 
.568 
1.00 
.660 
. 621  
. 195 
.193 
Table 31. (Continued) 
Selected national issues 
Vocational students in an 
orientation to agriculture 
course of study such as 
7th and 8th grade programs 
Only those vocational 
students who desire to 
become members 
Avocational students 
ASPECTS OF THE FFA PROGRAM WHICH 
SHOULD OCCUPY IN-CLASS INSTRUC­
TIONAL TIME 
Planning any FFA activity 
Conducting an FFA activity 
in the chapter program of 
activities 
Selected FFA activities which 
directly relate to the 
specialty area of instruction 
FFA activities which may not 
directly relate to the 
specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled 
Principals Superintendents 
Observed Observed Chl-
Expected Expected Square Significance 
N=163 N=130 
Disagree g 1.77 .184 
Disagree 74 46 ^ m? 
66.8 53.2 
Disagree 76 48 
69.0 55.0 2.41 .121 
Disagree 56 53 , 
60.6 48.4 ' 
Disagree 67 62 , „ ti9 
71.8 57.2 • 
Disagree 28_ |2_ Q.OO 1.00 
Olsasree M 0.06 .085 
V V • J / \J • J 
Selected FFA activities which 
can be utilized without 
taking time needed to teach 
content of the instructional 
program 
Preparation for judging 
contests related to the 
specialty area In which the 
student is enrolled 
Preparation for any judging 
contests 
Activities specifically 
selected to develop leader­
ship, citizenship, and 
cooperation 
Record keeping for individ­
ual and chapter awards 
Preparation of individual 
award applications 
Disagree 38 
Vocational agriculture 
40.1 
Disagree 18 
20 .6  
Disagree 52 
52.8 
Disagree 16 
17.2 
Disagree 41 
48.4 
Disagree 64 
67.9 
Fund raising projects which use 
minimal class time that relate 
to agriculture, have educa- Disagree 67 
tional value, and are conducted 66.8 
according to sound business 
practices 
THE TITLE WHICH SHOULD BE USED TO 
DESCRIBE AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 
Disagree 36 
44.5 
^Significant at the .05 level. 
34 
31 .9 
19 
16, ,4 
43 
42. ,2 
15 
13. 8 
46 
38. 6 
58 
54. 1 
53 
53. 2 
44 
35.5 
0.18 
0.54 
0.01 
0.08  
3.15 
0.65 
0.00 
4.46* 
.671 
.461 
.930 
.776 
.076 
.421 
1 . 0 0  
.035 
Table 31. (Continued) 
Principals Superintendents 
Selected national issues Observed 
Expected 
Observed 
Expected 
Chi-
Square Significance 
N=163 N=130 
Agricultural education Disagree 34 42.8 
43 
34.2 4.96* .026 
Agriculture/agribusiness/ 
natural resources education 
Disagree 68 
65.6 
50 
52.4 0.20 .657 
Vocational-technical educa­
tion in agriculture 
Disagree 74 
76.8 
64 
61.2 0.29 .593 
Agricultural education and 
renewable natural resources 
Disagree 87 
91.2 
77 
72.8 
0.78 .376 
Vocational agriculture/agri­
business 
Disagree 57 
56.2 
44 
44.8 0.01 .938 
Agricultural and natural 
resources education 
Disagree 64 
69.2 
61 
55.5 1.44 .231 
Agriculture/agribusiness 
education 
Disagree 44 
46.7 
40 
37.3 0.34 .562 
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region of country reveals that superintendents displayed more 
differences due to region (26) than did principals (8). Of the 474 
possible instances of regional differences, actual differences 
occurred 34 times (7%). The greatest number of differences occurred 
between administrators from the Western and Southern regions. Adminis­
trators from the North Atlantic region displayed the highest degree of 
congruence with administrators from all other regions. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section will be presented in three sections: discussion, 
conclusions, and recommendations. 
Discussion 
When interpreting the findings of this study, the following 
weaknesses in design should be considered: 
1. Two states (Georgia and Louisiana) did not nominate partici­
pants, so superintendents and principals were randomly selected 
from the 1983 Agriculture Teachers Directory. 
2. Some participants may not have had the necessary background to 
knowledgeably interpret the survey instrument. Groups outside 
of the discipline may not be familiar with esoteric jargon. 
3. When comparing the results of this study with those of Sutphin 
(1981) the following caveats must be considered: 
a. Sutphin used a modified Delphi technique while this study 
did not. During the three rounds of the Delphi survey, 
participant responses changed as much as eleven percent. 
b. The respondents involved in the Sutphin study were practi­
tioners in agricultural education and began the study with 
greater knowledge of most facets of the discipline. Also, 
during rounds two and three, the respondents were given 
access to comments written by other survey participants 
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during previous survey rounds. Access to this knowledge 
may have increased participant knowledge. 
c. Comparison of the results from this study with the 
Sutphin study was not statistical. 
d. Three years had expired between the completion of Sutphins' 
study and the completion of this study. 
4. When interpreting the results of multiple statistical tests, 
consider that the null hypothesis will be rejected in 5% of 
the tests simply by chance if the alpha level is .05. 
5. Sample substitutes were not designated as such at the 
beginning of the study and no follow-up study was conducted to 
determine why non-respondents chose to not participate. 
Hidden factors may have been responsible for their failure to 
respond. 
6. While a test may prove responses to be statistically different, 
these differences may have little practical significance. 
Administrators' perceptions were compared using two separate tests: 
t-tests and chi-square comparisons. The results of these two testing 
procedures were similar and therefore support each other. Data were 
recoded to the nominal scale to conduct the chi-square comparisons. 
Similarly, data were recoded to the nominal scale for the comparison 
with the results of the Sutphin (1981) study. 
When compared by an ANOVA, principals agreed with 71 issues, and 
superintendents agreed with 72 of the 79 issues. The two groups did 
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not answer differently on 71 issues. When compared by a chi-square 
process, more principals agreed with 72 issues and more superintendents 
agreed with 73 issues. On three occasions a difference existed between 
the number of principals and the number of respondents who agreed with 
an issue. 
On only one occasion did one group disagree with an issue while 
the other group agreed with the same issue and when this occurred the 
difference between means was 0.4 on a 6.0 point scale. Due to these 
findings, it can be deduced that principals and superintendents can 
generally be treated as one group and this group agreed with most 
issues presented in this study. Therefore, the null hypothesis is not 
rejected which states that no difference existed between the views of 
principals and superintendents towards various positions of selected 
national issues in agricultural education. 
Findings of this study revealed principals' and superintendents' 
perceptions of selected national issues in agricultural education 
varied by region of country. Administrators from the North Atlantic 
region of the United States exhibited preferences which had the 
greatest degree of harmony with preference of administrators from other 
regions of the country. 
Most issue mean differences occurred between administrators from 
the Western and Southern regions. These differences occurred predomi­
nantly in the area of FFA. Southern region superintendents and princi­
pals appeared to feel that FFA is an integral part of the curriculum and 
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should be required of most students. Western region principals and 
superintendents did not perceive FFA membership as being as important. 
A question could be raised concerning why these regional differences 
occurred. One possible explanation is that the Southern region is 
strongly oriented toward traditional production agriculture and FFA is 
most appropriate for production agriculture programs. The Western 
region is involved in many types of agriculture in addition to produc­
tion agriculture and therefore finds FFA inappropriate. Findings in 
this study support this theory. Administrators from the Western region 
exhibited a higher level of agreement with non-traditional content 
areas and clientele groups. They also exhibited a lower level of 
agreement with FFA membership and activities. These findings are 
supported by many other studies. Welton (1971) found that 70% of 
vocational agriculture students were FFA members in the Central and 
Southern regions while in the Western region only 50% of the students 
were members. Blackledge (1972) found low FFA membership correlated 
with non-farm students participating in a less traditional program. 
Pfister and Seefeldt (1979) discovered that teachers of non-traditional 
content areas have a more difficult time accepting FFA and its aims 
and purposes. 
Another possible explanation for the regional differences found on 
the importance of FFA has to do with the values taught in FFA. One of 
the most important outcomes of FFA is the attitude changes it produces 
in students (McCracken and Newcomb, 1982; Welton, 1971). Perhaps some 
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of the values taught in the FFA program are more appropariate for the 
Central region than the Western region. No research has been done in 
this area but it may be hypothesized that some of the value differences 
occur in areas of the FFA clothing style, the emphasis on appearance, 
the emphasis on competition, and the etiquette taught in FFA. The 
perceptions of the Western region may be heavily influenced by 
California programs which may be different from the programs in many 
other Western states. 
Administrators from the Southern and Central regions tended to 
exhibit a more traditional view of vocational agriculture and adminis­
trators from the North Atlantic region accepted both traditional and 
non-traditional aspects of the program. 
Superintendents' responses appeared less homogeneous than princi­
pals. Eight regional differences were observed for principals whereas 
26 regional differences were observed for superintendents. On no 
occasion were principal and superintendent regional differences observed 
for the same issue. 
While 34 differences were observed due to region, only seven 
differences occurred due to a participant belonging to either the super­
intendent or the principal group. It appeared that region of country 
had more of an effect on an administrators' perceptions than did the 
administrator being a principal or superintendent. When differences did 
occur between principals and superintendents, principals generally 
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supported a traditional, vocational view of agricultural education 
while superintendents took a more academic stance. 
Demographic influences such as years of experience and school 
size had no effect on principal and superintendent perceptions. These 
findings are consistent with Miller and Krill (1984) when they studied 
superintendents' attitudes toward adult vocational agriculture in 
Ohio. 
Table 32 presents information on which a comparison between the 
levels of agreement of five educator groups about selected national 
issues can be made. The data presented for the first three groups 
were gathered by Sutphin (1981) and are presented for comparison with 
the administrator groups in this study. The technique used to gather 
data in the Sutphin study (a Delphi technique) was different from the 
technique used to gather data for the other two groups. No statistical 
analysis was performed to determine differences between groups. Any 
differences stated are based on subjective researcher evaluation. If a 
difference of more than 20 percentage points existed between any two 
groups, the researcher described these two groups as being different. 
An analysis of data in Table 32 reveals that administrator groups 
viewed avocational education as being a purpose of agricultural educa­
tion while teachers, teacher educators and state supervisors did not. 
When considering the purpose "up-grading and retraining," principals 
and superintendents exhibited a lower degree of agreement than did 
teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors. A greater number of 
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principals, as opposed to state supervisors, agreed that agricultural 
education should attempt to develop the abilities of individuals to be 
intelligent consumers. 
A greater number of state supervisors, as opposed to superintend­
ents, agreed that agricultural education should serve students in 
grades K-6. A greater number of teacher educators and state super­
visors, when compared to principals and superintendents, agreed that 
agricultural education should serve out-of-school youth. More teacher 
educators and state supervisors than principals and superintendents 
agreed that vocationally oriented adults should be served by agricul­
tural education. A different number of individuals from the five 
educator groups agreed with serving out-of-school youth and adults 
with social, physical, and economic handicaps. More teacher educators 
and state supervisors agreed with serving this group than did teachers, 
principals, or superintendents. These findings are consistent with 
those of Stewart et al. (1983) who found that adult education was not 
perceived to be as important to administrators as to agricultural 
educators. 
When considering clientele who should be required to conduct 
supervised occupational experience/practice programs, more teachers, 
teacher educators and state supervisors, than principals and superintend­
ents, agreed that all vocational students enrolled in a non-production 
agricultural course of study should conduct a program. Stewart et al. 
(1983) also found that the supervised occupational experience program 
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was not perceived to be as important to administrators as to agricul­
tural educators. Miller (1980) found that lack of administrator 
support prevented teachers from developing supervised occupational 
experience programs. 
Educator groups differed as to the number of individuals who 
agreed with acceptable types of supervised occupational experience/ 
practice for students enrolled in production or non-production agricul­
ture program. In both instances more teachers, teacher educators and 
state supervisors, as opposed to principals and superintendents, agreed 
with the acceptability of cooperative education programs which allowed 
students to be released during part of the school day. 
Differences existed among the number of individuals from different 
educator groups who agreed with clientele enrolled in agricultural 
education should be members of the FFA. More principals and superin­
tendents, as opposed to teachers, teacher educators, and state 
supervisors, agreed that membership should be expected of vocational 
students in an orientation to agriculture course of study such as 
seventh and eighth grade programs. More principals and superintendents 
agreed that only those vocational students who desire to become members 
should be members. 
Different educator groups disagreed as to which aspects of the FFA 
should occupy in-class instructional time. More teachers, teacher 
educators and state supervisors, as opposed to principals and superin­
tendents, agreed that the following FFA activities should occupy 
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supervisors, agreed that membership should be expected of vocational 
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in-class time: 
- Planning any FFA activity. 
- FFA activities which may not directly relate to the specialty, 
area in which the student is enrolled. 
- Selected FFA activities which can be utilized without taking 
time needed to teach content of the instructional program. 
- Record keeping for individual and chapter awards. 
- Fund raising projects. 
In addition, more teachers and state supervisors, as opposed to 
the other educator groups studied, agreed that record keeping for indi­
vidual and chapter awards should occupy in-class instructional time. 
Fewer teacher educators agreed that preparation for any judging contest 
should occupy in-class instructional time, Pfister and Seefeldt (1979) 
also found that most first-year teachers gave the opinion that FFA 
should not be an extra-curricula activity. 
When considering the title which should be used to describe agri­
cultural education programs, a greater number of principals and superin­
tendents agreed with all titles presented except the title "vocational 
agriculture." All groups exhibited approximately the same amount of 
agreement on this title. Principals and superintendents gave almost 
equal rating to the following three titles, "agricultural education," 
"agriculture/agribusiness education," and "vocational agriculture." 
Table 32. Percent agreement among educator groups with selected national issues in agricul­
tural education 
Issue/Option 
PURPOSE OF AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
General education of an 
avocational nature 
Percent agreement 
Teacher State 
Teachers educators supervisors Principals Superintendent 
N=23 
39.1 
Orientation and exploration 100.0 
Preparation for advanced 
study at the post-secondary 
level 
Preparation for advanced 
study at the baccalaureate 
level 
Preparation for employment 
or self-employment 
Up-grading and retraining 
To develop the "Total 
Individual" 
Develop the abilities of 
individuals to be intel­
ligent consumers 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD BE 
SERVED BY AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
Students in grades K-6 
95.7 
69.6 
100.0 
95.7 
100.0 
73.9 
N=37 
43.2 
100.0 
97.3 
91.9 
100.0 
97.3 
100.0 
78.4 
N=26 
26.9 
100.0 
92.3 
88.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
61.5 
N=163 
86.5 
96.9 
87.7 
8 2 . 8  
95.1 
71.8 
90.2 
85.3 
N=130 
73.1 
95.4 
85.4 
80.0  
90.0 
70.0 
87.7 
77.7 
52.2 37.8 52.0 42.3 30.8 
Students in grades 7-8 69.6 
Students in grades 9-10 100.0 
Students in grades 11-12 100.0 
Out-of school youth 87.0 
Adults seeking employment 
in occupations requiring ^ 
knowledge and skill in 
agriculture 
Out-of-school youth or 
adults who desire knowl­
edge and skill in agri­
culture for personal 
reasons 
65.2 
Rural students 100.0 
Urban students 100.0 
Suburban students 100.0 
In-school youth with 
social, physical, and 100.0 
economic handicaps 
Out-of-school youth and 
adults with social, 52.2 
physical, and economic 
handicaps 
Females 100.0 
CONTENT OF AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
Agricultural production 100.0 
Agricultural supplies Q 
and service 
^Teacher, teacher educator, and state 
81.1 65.4 
100.0 100.0 
97.3 100.0 
100.0 92.3 
97.3 96.2 
70.6 64.6 
98.2 96.2 
96.9 98.5 
65.0 70.8 
66.3 72.3 
56.8 50.0 54.6 55.4 
100.0 
100.0 
97.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
98.2 
85.9 
85.9 
96.9 
80.0  
83.1 
o VÛ 
100.0 100.0 81.6 83.8 
91.7 88 .0  
100.0 96.0 
44.2 56.2 
85.9 91.5 
100.0 
100.0 
supervisor 
100.0 
100.0 
data produced 
98 .8  
98.2 
by Sutfin 
97,7 
96.9 
(1981). 
Table 32. (Continued) 
Issue/Option 
Percent agreement 
Teacher State 
Teachers educators supervisors Principals Superintendents 
N-23 N=37 N=26 N=163 N=130 
Agricultural mechanics 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.5 94.6 
Agricultural products 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.8 96.9 
Ornamental horticulture 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.8 90.8 
Horticulture 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.3 94.6 
Renewable natural 
resources 
100.0 97.3 100.0 96.3 96.2 
Forestry 95.5 97.3 100.0 90.2 89.2 
Other types of agriculture 95.5 97.3 96.2 90.8 87.7 
CLIENTELE mO SHOULD BE 
REQUIRED TO CONDUCT SUPER­
VISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERI­
ENCE/PRACTICE PROGRAMS 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a production 
agricultural course of 
study 
All vocational students 
enrolled in a non-pro­
duction agriculture 
course of study 
95.7 
95.7 
100.0 
97.3 
100.0 
100.0 
86.5 
65 .6 
8 6 . 2  
63.8 
Students enrolled in non-
vocational agricultural 26.1 
education programs 
Students enrolled in 
classes for orientation 27.3 
to agriculture such as 
in grades 7 and 8 
Students receiving agri­
cultural instruction in 9.1 
grades K-6 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED 
OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/PRAC­
TICE FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN 
A PRODUCTION AGRICULTURAL 
PROGRAM 
Supervised farming projects ,^ 
(enterprises) 
Home and/or farm improve­
ment projects 
Supplementary farm 
projects 
Group projects related 
to production agriculture 
Projects of an entrepre­
neurial (ownership) 
nature 
Projects related to the 
specialty area in which 
the student is enrolled 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
95.7 
Farm placement 100.0 
25.0 
2 2 . 2  
8.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
94.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
19.2 
23.1 
2 0 . 0  
100.0 
88.5 
88.5 
92.3 
100.0 
100.0 
96.2 
44.2 
30.7 
13.5 
95.7 
94.5 
93.9 
88.3 
90.8 
95.7 
86.5 
37.7 
27.7 
13.8 
94.6 
93.8 
91.5 
90.8 
90.0 
93.8 
8 6 . 2  
Table 32. (Continued) 
Issue/Option 
Practice/experience in 
the school laboratory, 
on the school grounds, or 
farm separate from 
scheduled in-school 
instruction 
Practice/experience in 
the school laboratory, 
on the school grounds, 
or farm during class 
time 
Exploratory experiences 
Cooperative education 
programs 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPER­
VISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERI­
ENCE/PRACTICE FOR STUDENTS 
ENROLLED IN NON-PRODUCTION 
AGRICULTURE 
Home projects of non-
production nature 
Placement in agribusiness 
Group projects of a non-
production agriculture 
nature 
Percent agreement 
Teacher State 
Teachers educators supervisors Principals Superintendents 
N=23 N=37 N=26 N=163 N=130 
100.0 100.0 96.2 87.7 88.5 
69.6 59.5 76.9 77.3 77.7 
73.9 75.7 80.0 86,5 84.6 
95.7 97.3 100.0 73.0 67.7 
100.0 
100.0 
95.2 
91.9 
100.0 
94.6 
84.6 
100.0 
9 6 . 2  
83.4 
89.0 
77.9 
78.5 
92.3 
78.5 
Projects of an entrepre-
neutial (ownership) 100.0 100.0 
nature 
Projects related exclu­
sive to the specialty 91 3 97 3 
area in which the student 
is enrolled 
Practice/experience in 
the laboratory, on the 
school grounds, or farm 95.2 97.3 
separate from scheduled 
in-school instruction 
Practice/experience in 
the laboratory, on the g ^ 
school grounds, or farm 
during class time 
Exploratory exercise 73.9 78.4 
Cooperative education 95 7 97 3 
programs in agriculture 
CLIENTELE ENROLLED IN AGRICUL­
TURAL EDUCATION WHO SHOULD BE 
MEMBERS OF THE FFA 
All vocational students in 
production agriculture 95.7 97.3 
95.7 97.3 All vocational students in 
non-production agriculture 
Vocational students in an 
orientation to agriculture 26 1 33 3 
course of study such as 7th 
and 8th grade programs 
100.0 
100.0 
96.2 
80.8 
76.9 
100.0 
92.3 
92.3 
19.2 
8 2 . 2  
83.4 
8 2 . 2  
72.4 
83.4 
65.0 
88.3 
81.6 
60.7 
85.4 
84.6 
85.4 
72.3 
80.8 
61.5 
82.3 
74.6 
53.3 
Table 32. (Continued) 
Issue/Option 
Percent agreement 
Teacher State 
Teachers educators supervisors Principals Superintendents 
N=23 
Only those vocational 
students who desire to 26.1 
become members 
Avocational students 43.5 
ASPECTS OF THE FFA PROGRAM 
WHICH IfflOULD OCCUPY IN-CLASS 
INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 
Planning any FFA activity 82.6 
Conducting any FFA activity 
in the chapter program of 52.2 
activities 
Selected FFA activities 
which directly relate to 
the specialty area of 
instruction 
FFA activities which may 
not directly relate to the 
specialty area in which 
the student is enrolled 
100.0 
91.3 
Selected FFA activities 
which can be utilized 
without taking time needed 100.0 
to teach content of the 
instructional program 
N=37 
2 2 . 2  
44.4 
78.4 
45.9 
94.6 
86.5 
89.2 
N=26 
23.1 
19.2 
92.3 
69.2 
96.2 
100.0 
100.0 
N=163 
54.6 
53.4 
65.6 
58.9 
8 2 . 8  
44.8 
76.7 
N=130 
64.6 
63.1 
59.2 
52.3 
83.1 
46.9 
73.8 
Preparation for judging 
contests related to the Q 
specialty area in which 
the student is enrolled 
Preparation for any 5 
judging contest 
Activities specifically 
selected to develop Q 
leadership, citizenship, 
and cooperation 
Record keeping for 
individual and chapter 100.0 
awards 
Preparation of Individual ^ 
award applications 
Fund raising projects 
which use minimal class 
time that relate to 
agriculture, have educa- 100.0 
tional value, and are 
conducted according to 
sound business practices 
THE TITLE WHICH SHOULD BE USED 
TO DESCRIBE AGRICULTURAL EDUCA­
TION PROGRAMS 
Vocational agriculture 56.5 
Agricultural education 4.3 
Agriculture/agribusiness/ 
natural resources education 0.0 
86.5 
18.9 
100.0 
89.2 
54.1 
83.8 
67.6 
1 6 . 2  
0 . 0  
92.3 
53.8 
100.0 
100.0 
80.9 
100.0 
52.0 
1 6 . 0  
0 . 0  
89.0 
6 8 . 1  
90.2 
74.8 
60.7 
58.9 
77.9 
79.1 
58.3 
85.4 
66.9 
88.5 
64.6 
55.4 
59.2 
6 6 . 2  
66.9 
61.5 
Table 32. (Continued) 
Percent agreement 
Issue/Option 
Teachers^ 
Teacher 
Educators 
State 
Supervisors Principals Superintendents 
N=23 N=37 N=26 N=163 N=130 
Vocational-technical 
education in agriculture 0.0 0.0 0.0 54.6 50.8 
Agricultural education 
and renewable natural 
resources 
0.0 0.0 0.0 46.6 40.8 
Vocational agriculture/ 
agribusiness 39.1 16.2 32.0 65.0 66.2 
Agricultural and natural 
resources education 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.7 53.1 
Agriculture/agribusiness 
education 0.0 0.0 0.0 
73.0 69.2 
117 
When considering the gestalt of their differences, principals and 
superintendents appeared to view agricultural education more as an 
academic rather than vocational subject. Principals and superintendents 
also appeared to prefer traditional academic teaching methods instead of 
the teaching methods unique to traditional agricultural education 
programs. Principals and superintendents appeared to perceive a broader 
scope for agricultural education than did teachers, teacher educators, 
and state supervisors. The following findings support these 
conclusions : 
1. Administrators indicated a higher level of agreement with an 
avocational purpose of agricultural education. 
2. Administrators expressed a lower level of agreement with 
serving out-of-school youth and adults, or handicapped students. 
3. Administrators indicated a lower level of agreement with 
requiring supervised occupational experience projects of all 
students. 
4. Administrators disagreed with allowing school release time for 
cooperative supervised occupational experience projects. 
5. Administrators disagreed with requiring FFA membership from 
students in orientation programs. 
6. Administrators indicated a lower level of agreement with 
allowing in-class instructional time for six of the eleven FFA 
activities listed. 
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7. When considering a title for agricultural education programs, 
teachers, teacher educators and state supervisors rated 
"vocational agriculture" first and "vocational agriculture/ 
agribusiness" as a distant second. Principals and superin­
tendents listed "vocational agriculture" as one of the top 
three choices, but they generally gave higher ratings to 
"agriculture/agribusiness education." and "agricultural 
education." 
Implications 
Leaders in agricultural education are currently forming "A National 
Structure of National Leadership for Vocational and Technical Education 
in Agriculture." This group is being formed to provide national leader­
ship for agricultural education yet it contains no representation from 
administrators. The five educator groups mentioned in this study did 
not agree on some issues. Individuals in the administrator groups were 
selected because they were knowledgeable about and dedicated to their 
programs. Where differences exist between their perceptions and the 
perceptions of other educator groups, agricultural educators may find 
more success in the implementation of their policies by giving adminis­
trator perceptions prior consideration. 
Responses to several issues studied may indicate that some groups 
involved in agricultural education are dedicated to traditional practices 
which other groups feel may no longer be appropriate. A modern 
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agricultural education program may better serve the needs of agricultural 
society and society in general. Agricultural education traditionally 
serves family farms, a group which no longer represents the largest 
number of farmers and which no longer produces the largest amount of 
food. Small farms (under 50 acres) are now most numerous and these 
farmers are usually classified "avocational." Their activity may be 
economically and socially significant, yet some educator groups feel 
agricultural education should not serve this group. 
The group which produces most of the agricultural produce, 
operators of large farms and agricultural businesses, are not served by 
traditional vocational agriculture. These people require a comprehen­
sive, highly technical form of education that is beyond the scope of a 
secondary school program. A post-secondary or university education 
better serves the needs of this group. A secondary school program may 
not be preparing them for agribusiness and, potentially, may hinder 
college enrollment by keeping students out of college preparatory 
courses. A secondary school agriculture program can best meet the needs 
of this group by preparing them for further education rather than 
preparing them for employment upon graduation from high school. 
Educators may find it appropriate to continue serving the large (although 
diminishing) group of family farmers, but agricultural education may be 
unnecessarily limiting its scope by ignoring the other, more significant 
clientele groups. 
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Education groups discussed in this study displayed a difference 
about the clientele and activities of FFA. Part of the differences seen 
may be attributable to the traditional, production agriculture orienta­
tion of FFA. McCracken and Newcomb (1982) mention some obsolete FFA 
activities should be changed; the unrepresentative name, "archaic 
rituals," and outmoded styles of clothing. Drake (1982) also questions 
the contemporary relevance of many FFA sacrosanct activities. As it 
presently stands, FFA represents students from the Central and Southern 
regions who are engaged in production agriculture. North Atlantic and, 
especially. Western region programs may not be encouraged to participate 
in an organization which, they feel, does not represent their interests. 
Sone adolescents in these regions may find the hidden curriculum of the 
FFA (emphasis on appearance, suggestions for social behavior, suggestions 
for clothing) inappropriate for an organization dedicated to agriculture. 
Other agricultural youth groups, such as 4-H programs, have been updated 
to meet the needs of groups other than traditional farm groups, yet FFA 
programs appear to bound by traditions. 
An analysis of agriculture's technology and demographics reveal that 
the climate in which agricultural education is operating is changing. 
The AATEA (American Association of Teacher Educators in Agriculture) 
Ad Hoc committee reviewing "A Structure of National Leadership for 
Vocational and Technical Education" described a planning procedure which 
seems appropriate: 
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"Futuristic planning is essential. Emphasis must 
be on the future, not maintenance of the status 
quo. Creative thinking, innovation, and change 
must be encouraged. A proactive, not reactive, 
stance is required" (AATEA Newsletter, 1983, 
p. 5) . 
While planning for the future, leaders in agricultural education must 
strive to avoid the pitfalls found in "A study of schools," and they 
must include the inputs of all educator groups when making policy 
decisions. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were drawn from the analysis and inter­
pretation of the data in the study: 
1. Principals and superintendents considered avocational education 
to be a purpose of agricultural education while teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors did not. 
2. A greater number of teachers, teacher educators, and state 
supervisors, as opposed to principals and superintendents, 
agreed that a purpose of agricultural education should be 
up-grading and retraining adults and out-of-school youth. 
3. A greater number of teacher educators and state supervisors, 
as opposed to principals, superintendents, and teachers, agreed 
that agricultural education should serve out-of-school youth 
and adults with handicaps. 
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More teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors, than 
principals and superintendents, agreed that all vocational 
students should be required to conduct an SOE project. 
More teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors, as 
opposed to principals and superintendents, approved coopera­
tive SOE projects which involved school release time. 
More principals and superintendents, as opposed to teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors, agreed that only 
those vocational students who desire to become FFA members 
should be members. 
More principals and superintendents, as opposed to teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors agreed that many FFA 
activities were inappropriate for in-class instructional time. 
More principals and superintendents, as opposed to teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors, agreed with the 
program titles "agricultural education" and "agriculture/ 
agribusiness education." 
Principals and superintendents from the Northeast region exhib­
ited the highest degree of homogeneity with principals and 
superintendents from all other regions of the country. 
Principals and superintendents from the Western and Southern 
regions exhibited the highest degree of incongruence with each 
other. 
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Recommendations 
Leaders in agricultural education are currently forming "A 
National Structure of National Leadership for Vocational and Technical 
Education in Agriculture." This group is being formed to provide 
national leadership for agricultural education yet it contains no 
representation from administrators. The five educator groups mentioned 
in this study did not agree on some issues. Individuals in the admin­
istrator groups were selected because they were knowledgeable about and 
dedicated to their programs. Where differences exist between their 
perceptions and the perceptions of other educator groups, agricultural 
educators may find more success in the implementation of their policies 
by giving administrator perceptions prior consideration. The percep­
tions of administrators, as opposed to those of teacher educators and 
state supervisors, may more truly reflect the current school situation. 
For these reasons, it is recommended that members from administration 
be consulted during policy development, and it is recommended that 
members from administration be included on national policy boards. 
Responses to several issues studied indicate that some groups 
involved in agricultural education are invoking traditional vocational 
agriculture practices which other educator groups feel are no longer 
appropriate. An agricultural education program responsive to the 
changes in agriculture may better serve the needs of agricultural 
society and society in general. Agricultural education traditionally 
serves family farms, a group which no longer represents the largest 
123b 
number of farmers and which no longer produces the largest amount of 
food. Small farms (under 50 acres) are now most numerous and these 
farmers are usually classified "avocational." Their activity may be 
economically and socially significant, yet some educator groups feel 
agricultural education should not serve this group. 
To remain responsive to the changing needs of the agricultural 
society, researchers in agricultural education should discover the needs 
of clientele in the avocational group, and researchers should discover 
the methods best suited to meeting those needs. All educator groups 
should encourage the development of programs and courses which 
specifically address the needs of the avocational agriculture clientele 
group. 
The group which produces most of the agricultural produce, 
operators of large farms and agricultural businesses, are not served by 
traditional vocational agriculture. These people require a comprehen­
sive, highly technical form of education that is beyond the scope of a 
secondary school program. A post-secondary or university education 
better serves the needs of this group, A secondary school program may 
not be preparing them for agribusiness and, potentially, may hinder 
college enrollment by keeping students out of college preparatory 
courses. All educator groups should adapt their programs to meet the 
needs of this group. Administrators and teachers should encourage 
these students to pursue college preparatory courses. Teacher educators 
123 c 
and state supervisors should encourage teachers to teach broad, 
scientific principles rather than parochial skills. 
Supervised occupational experiences should be changed to meet 
the needs of current program clientele. Alternate experiences should 
be encouraged for students in non-traditional production areas. A 
novel approach to SOE will be necessary for urban, suburban, and non-
farm rural youth. 
Agricultural education will better serve the needs of some 
students by discouraging their participation in an occupational 
experience during school time. College bound students with an agri­
business orientation will receive greater reward from academic prepara­
tion rather than work experience. Many other students are not 
interested in business or economic aspects of agriculture. A student 
interested in becoming a veterinarian, for example, or a student 
interested in development work in a third world country may be better 
served by academic preparation rather than work experience. 
Education groups discussed in this study displayed a differences 
about the clientele and activities of FFA. Some of the differences seen 
may be attributable to the traditional, production agriculture 
orientation of FFA. McCracken and Newcomb (1982) mention some obsolete 
FFA activities should be changed: the unrepresentative name, "archaic 
rituals," and outmoded styles of clothing. Drake (1982) also questions 
the contemporary relevance of many FFA sacrosanct activities. As it 
presently stands, FFA represents traditional production agriculture but 
123d 
it may ostracize nontraditional programs and students. North Atlantic 
and especially. Western region programs may not be encouraged to 
participate in an organization which, they feel, does not represent 
their interests. 
Therefore, the leaders in FFA should modify the program so that 
it represents contemporary agricultural society. Some specific methods 
of accomplishing this have already been mentioned - change the organ­
ization name, the rituals and the uniform. The etiquette taught in 
FFA may not be appropriate for a modern, national organization. 
Etiquette which is proper in one part of the country is not proper in 
another. Also, teaching etiquette infers that students lack 
etiquette - that they are the stereotypic rubes of yesteryear. This 
image may no longer be appropriate in modern society. 
A national policy statement should be issued indicating that 
agricultural education at the secondary level is not restricted to 
vocational preparation for students entering the work force upon 
graduation from high school. In another era it may have been appro­
priate for individuals to enter the labor market instead of pursuing 
further education. Today, however, most of society's rewards are more 
readily accessible to individuals with further education and higher 
education is no longer withheld from individuals without economic 
resources. The alternative to this policy would be a reaffirmance of 
agricultural educations* vocational orientation. Agricultural education 
would then be doing injustice to "track" a student into a vocational 
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program when the student has the interest or potential for post-
secondary education. College preparatory students should be discouraged 
from participating in this type of a program and vocational agriculture 
would then be considered a program for students not capable of 
attending post-secondary education. 
It follows from the previous discussion that the title "vocational 
agriculture" is too narrow to define a high school program. Therefore, 
programs should be renamed with a more inclusive title such as "agri­
cultural education." 
During the conduction of this study, issues were raised which merit 
additional study. Most principals and superintendents were not different 
in their perceptions of most of the issues studied. However, in a 
district where two administrators expressed differing viewpoints, it 
would be worthwhile to study the impact of this incongruence on local 
program quality. What effect does differing administrator perceptions 
have on program quality? 
The issues examined in this study were developed by in-house 
educator groups in 1980. The issues may no longer be relevant and new 
issues may be ignored. New issues should be developed with the input of 
outside groups. 
This study has shown that one outside group, administrators, has 
unique and worthwhile perceptions. What other groups should be studied? 
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What perceptions would be found if advisory councils, recent graduates, 
etc. were studied? This study examined administrators with strong 
agriculture programs. Perhaps valuable ideas could be gleaned by 
studying administrators with weak or non-existent programs. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
As a formal discipline, agricultural education has been in existence 
at least 60 years and during that time its purpose has changed as the 
society it serves has changed. Two recent trends have caused revolu­
tionary change in the agricultural society: decotomized farm demo­
graphics and an increasing need for high technology in agriculture. 
These two changes have precipitated the need for agricultural education 
to reevaluate its purpose, scope, and clientele. 
Recognizing the need, the United States Office of Education and the 
Agricultural Education Division of the American Vocational Association 
directed the participants in the 1980 National Agricultural Education 
Seminar to identify trends, issues, and new directions for agricultural 
education for the remainder of the 20th century. The seminar synthesized 
the ideas of individuals from teacher education, supervision, secondary 
education, post-secondary education, and agricultural industries. These 
individuals identified six major areas deemed most worthy of further 
study: program mission, clientele served, program content, supervised 
occupational experience/practice, the FFA, and the program titles. 
Sutphin (1981) identified feasible options for each issue and then 
surveyed teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors to determine 
their perceptions of the options. The 46 participants surveyed in the 
Sutfin study were identified as experts in their fields and came from a 
national population. Sutphin collected data through a three round. 
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modified Delphi approach. The results of the Sutphin study are used 
in this report to give the perceptions of teachers, teacher educators, 
and state supervisors. Significant research exists which documents the 
need to study local administrators (Gott, 1980; Burnett and Miller, 
1983; Warmbrod, 1979; Stewart et al., 1983; Miller and Krill, 1984). 
Local administrators represent an important group to study because they 
present a fresh, outsider's perspective, and they have significant 
control over local programs. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to ascertain the extent to 
which choices on nine selected issues in agricultural education in the 
public school system were acceptable to principals and superintendents. 
Specific research questions were: 
1. What is the level of acceptance among principals and superin­
tendents towards various choices of selected national issues? 
2. VJhat is the extent of agreement or disagreement among princi­
pals, superintendents, teachers, teacher educators, and state 
supervisors towards various choices of selected national issues? 
Procedures 
A list of potential participants was developed through nominations 
from three individuals in each state: (1) the state president of the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals, (2) the chief 
officer of the Chartered State Association of School Administrators, and 
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(3) the chief school officer, or state supervisor of agricultural educa­
tion. These individuals each nominated five principals and five super­
intendents who were dedicated to their programs and knowledgeable about 
vocational agriculture. Eight hundred administrators were nominated and 
final sample size of 300 was desired. To allow for attrition, the 
instrument was sent to 389 participants. The number of participants 
selected from each state was proportional to the number of public 
secondary school vocational agriculture programs in that state. 
Data were collected through a two part survey instrument. Part 1 
collected demographic information. Part II consisted of nine important 
national concerns in agricultural education and a series of options 
which many include the solution to each concern. These issues were 
identified by the participants at the 1980 National Agricultural Educa­
tion Seminar, and then validated by Sutphin (1981) through a jury process. 
Part II required participants to respond to each issue stating their 
degree of agreement or disagreement on a six point Likert type scale 
ranging from one (strongly disagree) to six (strongly agree). 
Two hundred ninety-three participants responded. Data were 
statistically analyzed through the following procedures: 
1. Frequency counts and percentages were computed on the 
demographic data. 
2. A t-test was performed to determine differences between the 
administrator groups. 
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3. A ONEWAY analysis of variance was performed to determine 
differences due to administrators region of country. 
4. A Pearson Correlation was performed to determine differences 
due to other demographic characteristics. 
5. A chi-square was performed to determine if a difference existed 
between the proportion of principals or superintendents who 
agreed or disagreed with each item. 
6. Data from principals and superintendents were non-statistically 
compared with that obtained by Sutphin (1981) from teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supeirvisors. 
Findings 
One hundred sixty-three principals and 130 superintendents responded 
to the survey instruments. Principals and superintendents agreed with 91 
percent of the choices presented. The groups, principals and superin­
tendents, displayed a different level of agreement on issues in seven 
instances. An analysis of differing level of agreement due to region of 
country revealed that superintendents displayed more differences due to 
region (26) than did principals (8). Of the 474 possible instances of 
regional differences, actual differences occurred in 34 instances (7%). 
The greatest number of differences occurred between administrators from 
the Western and Southern regions. Administrators from the North Atlantic 
region displayed the highest degree of congruence with administrators 
from all other regions. 
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A comparison of principals and superintendents with the teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors studied by Sutphin (1981) 
revealed differences between these five groups. Perceived differences 
between these groups should be analyzed carefully because of the 
different research methods employed in the two different studies. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were drawn from the analysis and inter­
pretation of the data in this study: 
1. Principals and superintendents considered avocational education 
to be a purpose of agricultural education while teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors did not. 
2. A greater number of teachers, teacher educators, and state 
supervisors as opposed to principals and superintendents agreed 
that agricultural education should serve out-of-school youth 
and adults, and handicapped individuals. 
3. More teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors, when 
compared to principals and superintendents, agreed that all 
vocational students should be required to conduct an SOE project. 
4. More teachers, teacher educators, state supervisors, when 
compared to principals and superintendents, approved cooperative 
SOE projects which involved school release time. 
5. More principals and superintendents, as opposed to teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors agreed that only those 
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vocational students who desire to become FFA members should 
be members. 
More principals and superintendents, as opposed to teachers, 
teacher educators, and state supervisors agreed that many 
FFA activities were inappropriate for in-class instructional 
time. 
More principals and superintendents, when compared to teachers, 
teacher educators and state supervisors, agreed with the 
program title, "agricultural education" and "agriculture/agri­
business education." 
Principals and superintendents from the Northeast region 
exhibited the highest degree of homogeneity with principals 
and superintendents from all regions of the country. 
Principals and superintendents from the Western and Central 
regions exhibited the highest degree of incongruence with each 
other, especially with considering FFA activities and member­
ship . 
Recommendations 
Agricultural education leadership should consider the views of 
local school administrators when formulating policy and 
considering future directions. 
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2. While direction on a national level may be appropriate, 
regional differences should be considered when applying policy 
at the regional level. 
3. Further research is needed on content, methods, and clientele 
of avocational agricultural education. 
4. Further research is needed on the appropriateness of tradi­
tional FFA programs to agricultural education in all regions 
of the country. 
5. Consideration should be given to changing the title of voca­
tional agriculture to agricultural education or agriculture/ 
agribusiness education. 
6. Further research is needed on who should be conducting SOE 
projects in non-traditional agricultural areas, and what SOE 
projects are acceptable for non-traditional agriculture. 
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1.) Title of project (please type): Administrators Perceptions' on Selected 
National Issues in Secondary School Agricultural Education 
2. )  I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the right', 
and welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes 
in procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be 
submitted to the committee for review. ^ (l p 1 
Ronald Rosati 1/25/84 
Typed Named of Principal Investigator Date Signature of Principal Investigator 
214 Davidson Hall 4-8607 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
3») SI gna^res gf others (if any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
JIJ.à Major Professor © 
( ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the 
subjects to be used, (C) indicating any risks or  discomforts to the subjects, and 
(D) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
i [ Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I I Samples (blcod, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
I I Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
I I Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
I 1 Deception of subjects 
1 1 Subjects under 14 years of age and(or) Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
pn Subjects in institut ions(High Schools) 
I I Research must be approved by another institution or agency 
f 5-J ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain informed consent and CHECK 
which type will be used. 
I 1 Signed informed consent will be obtained. 
I I Modified informed consent will be obtained. 
©Month Day Year Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted; 2/3/84 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: 2/30/84 
f 7.) If Applicable; Anticipated date on which audio or visual tapes will be erased and(o: 
Identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments: 
. Month Day Year 
Hgnature o^ Head or Chairperson Date Department or Administrative Unit 
•X- //l Ç-Â'/ Agricultural Education 
9-J Decision cf the University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research; 
Project Approved Project not approved Q No action required 
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Iowa 5001 / 
DATE: December 14, 1983 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
TO: Chief School Officer 
FROM: 
Ronald R. Rosati 
Graduate Student 
Dr. Alan A. Kahler 
Professor 
Since 1980, the leaders in Agricultural Education have been 
involved in a comprehensive, nation-wide study to determine the 
scope, direction, and clientele of local Agricultural Education 
programs. Thousands of dollars and countless hours have been spent 
surveying teachers, teacher-educators, and state supervisors to 
determine their views towards Agricultural Education programs. To 
make this study inclusive, we are now studying principals and super­
intendents in every state to determine their perceptions of the 
scope, direction, and clientele of Agricultural Education programs. 
To select principals and superintendents in your state, we are 
asking you to nominate five(5) principals and five(5) superintendents 
who you feel are dedicated to their programs and are knowledgeable 
about vocational agriculture. To aid in your selection, we have 
enclosed a listing of schools in your state which contain vocational 
agriculture programs. Please list the names and addresses of five 
(5) principals and five(5) superintendents and send your nominations 
in the enclosed envelope. 
You are a busy person with many responsibilities, but a few 
minutes of your time directed towards this matter will help develop 
Agricultural Education both nationally and at the local level. 
Thank you. 
RRR/AAK/dv 
Enclosures 
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loWfl StfltC UlllVCrSltlj of Science and Technology ||| Ames. Iowa 5001 ! 
DATE: December 14, 1983 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
TO: C.E.O. of State Association of School 
Administration 
FROM: 
Ronald R, Rosati 
Graduate Student 
Dr. Alan A. Kahler 
Professor 
Since 1980, the leaders in Agricultural Education have been 
involved in a comprehensive, nation-wide study to determine the 
scope, direction, and clientele of local Agricultural Education 
programs. Thousands of dollars and countless hours have been spent 
surveying teachers, teacher-educators, and state supervisors to 
determine their views towards Agricultural Education programs. To 
make this study inclusive, we are now studying principals and super­
intendents in every state to determine their perceptions of the 
scope, direction, and clientele of Agricultural Education programs. 
To select principals and superintendents in your state, we are 
asking you to nominate five(5) principals and five(5) superintendents 
who you feel are dedicated to their programs and are knowledgeable 
about vocational agriculture. To aid in your selection, we have 
enclosed a listing of schools in your state which contain vocational 
agriculture programs. Please list the names and addresses of five 
(5) principals and five(5) superintendents and send your nominations 
in the enclosed envelope. 
You are a busy person with many responsibilities, but a few 
minutes of your time directed towards this matter will help develop 
Agricultural Education both nationally and at the local level. 
Thank you. 
RRR/AAK/dv 
Enclosures 
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IVCrSltlj of Science and Technology ||j] Ames. Iowa 5001 / 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
December 14, 1983 
TO: State President, National Association of Secondary School Principals 
Since 1980, the leaders in Agricultural Education have been 
involved in a comprehensive, nation-wide study to determine the 
scope, direction, and clientele of local Agricultural Education 
programs. Thousands of dollars and countless hours have been spent 
surveying teachers, teacher-educators, and state supervisors to 
determine their views towards Agricultural Education programs. To 
make this study inclusive, we are now studying principals and super­
intendents in every state to determine their perceptions of the 
scope, direction, and clientele of Agricultural Education programs. 
To select principals and superintendents in your state, we are 
asking you to nominate five(5) principals and five(5) superintendents 
who you feel are dedicated to their programs and are knowledgeable 
about vocational agriculture. To aid in your selection, we have 
enclosed a listing of schools in your state which contain vocational 
agriculture programs. Please list the names and addresses of five 
(5) principals and five(5) superintendents and send your nominations 
in the enclosed envelope. 
You are a busy person with many responsibilities, but a few 
minutes of your time directed towards this matter will help develop 
Agricultural Education both nationally and at the local level. 
Thank you. 
FROM: 
Ronald R. Rosati 
Graduate Student 
Dr. Alan A. Kahler 
Professor 
RRR/AAK/dv 
Enclosures 
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îoWtl 3tClt6 LluiVCrSltlj of Science and Technolo Ames, lowa soon 
DATE: January 31, 1984 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
TO: School Administrator 
FROM: 
Ronald R. Rosati 
Graduate Student 
Dr. Alan A. Kahler 
Professor 
Since 1980, the leaders in Agricultural Education have been 
involved in a comprehensive, nation-wide study to determine the 
scope, direction, and clientele of local Agricultural Education 
programs. Thousands of dollars and countless hours have been 
spent surveying teachers, teacher-educators, and state supervisors 
to determine their views towards Agricultural Education programs. 
To make this study inclusive, we are now studying principals and 
superintendents in every state to determine their perceptions of 
the scope, direction, and clientele of Agricultural Education 
programs. 
The chief executive officer of your state principal's 
organization, state superintendent's organization, and state 
education department were asked to nominate dedicated, knowledgeable 
school administrators to participate in the study and your name was 
suggested. You are one of only three such people chosen from your 
state. Your cooperation as a participant in this research study is 
vital to the success of this facet of the study. 
All of your responses will be grouped so that no individual 
administrator can be identified. Furthermore, all information will 
be kept confidential. The total extent of your involvement will be 
the 20-30 minutes required to fill out the enclosed questionnaire. 
Please return this questionnaire by February 22, 1984. Vie will send 
you a summary of the final results of this study if you request. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
RRR/AAK/dv 
Enclosure 
145 a 
Iowa State Universi'tii of sc •ience and Technology Ames. Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
DATE: February 29, 1984 
TO: Nominated Administrators 
FROM: 
Ronald R. Rosati 
Graduate Student 
Dr. Alan A. Kahler 
Professor 
RE: Survey on Selected National issues in Agricultural Education 
On January 30 you were sent a questionnaire to determine your 
impressions of the scope, direction and clientelle of local 
agricultural education programs. You were nominated for this study 
by the Chief Executive officers of your state professional 
organizations. You are one of a selected few nominated to partici­
pate in the study. 
We have not yet received your questionnaire. Occasionally in 
the rush of daily office activities we set tasks aside for more 
pressing demands. Would you be able to find 15-20 minutes in the 
next few days to fill out the questionnaire? We have enclosed 
another copy if your first copy has been misplaced. 
Your questionnaire is coded to help us with bookkeeping but 
your response will not be reported in any way which will allow you 
to be identified. Your response will be kept confidential. 
You are a busy person with many responsibilities but a few 
minutes of your time devoted to this effort will help develop 
Agricultural Education at the local and national level. 
Thank you! 
RRR/AAK/dv 
Enclosure 
New York State College of Agriculture and Life Sciences 
a Statutory College of the State University 143b 
Cornell University 
Department of Education 
Stone Hall 
Ithaca. N. Y. 14853 
Ron Rosatti 
214 Davidson Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Ron: 
I am delighted that your doctoral research will build 
upon data collected from my dissertation concerning positions 
held by leaders in agricultural education. By this letter I 
am giving you permission to use my data in any way that will 
assist you in conducting your doctoral research. Please do 
not hesitate to consult with me if you have questions about 
my research. 
I would be interested in receiving a copy of your research 
report. Best wishes for a successful and rewarding experience 
with your doctoral dissertation. 
May 25, 1984 
Best personal regards 
Dean Sutphin ' 
Assistant Professor 
DS:vb 
AGRICULTURAL AND OCCUPATIONAL 
EDUCATION 
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APPENDIX C: INSTRUMENT 
FOSITICNS r.szz CN szLECTEC NATicNAz. ISSUES :% Aj=:c.::vrA: 23 .':; r:;.\ 
Ad^inistratcr Phase 
Tr.is ins-rumen: viLl be usee to determine admin is craccrs' perceptior? c: :he scope. c::e:::jr: j-J L-,-;-: -
c: educa-icr.ai pre grams in agriculture. PAST I consists of quest iens gather deacgraphic I'AK" I', 
consists cf questions referring to issues in agricultural ecucatioi-.. Select an answer by sixply viiclirç 
ni:rober that corresponds with vcur degree of agreement cr disagreerticr.t on that issue. All uns^^rs -ill be <_/: 
confIdencial. 
Please return this questionnaire as soon as possible and before February -il, 
FART I: DEMCGP-APHIC CATA 
1. Kcv aany years have you been teaching? YRS. 
2 .  ubich subject .irp.i did ycu teach? 
3. Viiich grades did you teach? (Please circle all 
applicable answers) K-6, 7-8, 9-10, 11-12 
i. Kov many years has it been sinceyou taught? YRS 
5. Hew many ycnrs havo you been a public, secondary 
school adalnistrator? :RS 
6. How -any students are enrolled in your secondary 
school? Students; 
PART II: ISSUE IN 
7. How nany agriculture teachers ore e^pl^yec 
school? Agriculture Teachers 
S. What is the h iciest decree ycu !:,ivc ohtaine.-' 
(P l e a s e  c i r c l e ' s  5 . S . ,  M . S . ,  E T . 3 . .  P h . D .  
9. In yur opinion, how important is instruction- ir 
agriculture in public seccndarv school# rel o: i.ve 
to instruction in traditional ;;cadoT.lc sub>-.-:-
such as englisii, rsath or scionoo? 
Considerably core inport.i:i: 
Slightly more important 
S.:n!0 degree of importance 
S'ighlly less important 
Considerably less important 
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
DIRECTIONS: Following are nine important national issues in .Agricultural Education. Under each iss'.:e yov: will 
find a series of options which may be solutions to the issue. Indicate your degree cf igreo:<nc 
or disagreement with each option by circling the corresponding number. Your response to one option 
will not necessarily influence your response to another option; ycu may circle the s.i:re nurber : or 
-il options if you feel that response is appropriate. 
SAMPLE ITEM: 
ISSUE: Should education in agriculture be a mandatory subject in the public school system? 
OPTIONS: Education in agriculture should be mandatory for: 
Strongly Disagree Mildly Stron^-ly 
Disagree disagree Disagree Agree ^ Agree 
1. Rural SLudents I 2 ^ 5 6 
2. Urban Students 1 3 ^ 5 b 
ISSUE: What should be the purpos" of agricultural 
education in the public schools? 
OPTIONS: The purpose of agricultural education in the 
public school system should iriclude the 
acquisition of knowledge and skills: 
1. for genera] education of an 
avocatlonal or practical arts 
nature. 
2. for orientation to and explora­
tion of occupations requiring 
knowledge and skill in 
af.ricul tu re 
3. in preparation for advanced 
study of agriculture at the 
postseconiiary level. 
. In prep.Ion for .ulvancfd 
•:tucly of .ij;r I cii 1 turc a I the 
bncco 1 .•iiirf.'ite level . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 '> h 
5. in preparation for employment or 
self-employment in occupations 
requiring knowledge and skill in 
agriculture. 
6. for upgrading and retraining 
employed or self-employed persons 
in occupations requiring knowl­
edge and skill in agriculture 
7. to develop the "cotsl individual" 
by teaching independent thinking, 
decision making, problem solving, 
creativity, leadership, citizen­
ship and other human qualities. 
S. t" develop the abilities of 
individuals to be Intelligent 
consumers of a^iicultural 
products. 
T U R N  P A G E  A N D  C O N T I N U E  
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ISSUli: Wlmt clientele should be served by agricul­
tural education In the public school system? 
OPTIONS: Clientele who should be served by agricul­
tural education in the public school system 
should Include: 
1. students in grades K-6. 
2. students in grades 7-8. 
3. students in grades 9-10. 
A. students in grades 11-12. 
5. out-of-school youth employed or 
seeking employment in occupations 
requiring knowledge and skill 
in agriculture. 
6. adults employed, self-employed 
or seeking employment in 
occupations requiring knowledge 
and skill in agriculture. 
7. out-of-school youth or adults 
who desire knowledge and skill 
in agriculture for personal 
reasons other than for employ­
ment or self-employment in 
agriculture. 
8. rural students. 
9. urban students. 
10. suburban students. 
11. in-school youth with social, 
physical and economic handicaps. 
12 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other lypes of agriculture such as 
small animal care and horse 
training. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. out-of school youth and adults 
with social, physical and economic 
handicaps. 12 3 4 5 6 
13. females seeking employment or 
self-employment in agriculture, 
regardless of the type of agri­
cultural occupational preference. 12 3 4 5 6 
ISSUE: What should be the content of agricultural 
education in the public school system? 
OPTIONS: The content of agricultural education in the 
public school system should include: 
1. agricultural production. 12 3 4 5 6 
2. agricultural supply and service. 12 3 4 5 6 
3. agricultural mechanics. 12 3 4 5 6 
4. agricultural products. 12 3 4 5 6 
5. ornamental horticulture. 
Ex. floriculture. 12 3 4 5 6 
6. horticulCure. Ex. food produc-
ISSUE: What clientele enrolled in agricultural educa­
tion in the public school system should be 
required to conduct supervised occupational 
experience/practice programs? 
OPTIONS: Supervised occupational experience/practices 
in agricultural education in the public 
school system should be required: 
1. of all vocational students 
enrolled in a production agri­
culture course of study. 
2. of all vocational students 
enrolled in a non-production 
agriculture course of study. 
3. of all students enrolled in 
non-vocational agricultural 
education programs. 
4. of all students enrolled in 
classes for orientation to 
agriculture such as In grades 
7 and 8. 
5. of all students receiving 
agricultural instruction in 
g r a d e s  K - 6 .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
12 3 4 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
ISSUE; What are the acceptable types of supervised 
occupational experience/practice for students 
enrolled in a production agriculture program in 
Che public school system? 
OPTIONS: Acceptable types of supervised occupational 
experience/practice for students enrolled in 
a production agriculture program in the public 
school system should include; 
tion, such as fruits and 
vegetables. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. renewable nntiiraL rennurces. 1 1 i 4 5 6 
8. forestry. 1 2 i 4 5 6 
1. supervised farming projects 
(enterprises). 
2. home and/or farm improvement 
projects. 
3. supplementary farm projects. 
4. group (several students working 
together) projects related to 
production agriculture. 
5. projects of an entrepreneurial 
(ownership) nature. 
6. projects related to the specialty 
area In which the student is 
enrolled. 
7. farm placement. 
8. practice/experience in the 
school laboratory or on Che 
school r.ronnds/farm separate 
from scheduled in-school 
instruction. 
9. pr.nctiro/oxperience in (.he 
sirliool laboratory or on the 
srbiiol grounds/farm dur Ing 
rl.Mss t ime. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
10. exploratory experiences such as a 
study-visit with agricultural 
workers. 1 
11. cooperative education programs in 
agriculture where students are 
released from part of the 
school day. 
2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
ISSUE: Wliat are the acceptable types of supervised 
experience/practice for students enrolled in a 
non-production agriculture program in the 
public school system? 
OPTIONS: Acceptable types of supervised occupational 
experience/practice for students enrolled in 
a non-production agriculture program in the 
public school system should include: 
1. home projects of non-production 
nature such as lawn care, home 
vegetable garden anJ lawn mower 
maintenance. 
2. placfimi'nt in agribusiness. 
3. group projects of a non-produc­
tion agriculture nnlur.?. 
4. projects of an entrepreneurial 
(ownership) nature. 
5. projects related exclusivt'Jy to 
the specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled. 
6. practice/experience in the 
laboratory or on the scliool 
grounds/farm separate from 
Scheduled in-school activities. 
7. practice/experience in the 
laboratory or on the school 
grounds/farm during class time. 
8. exploratory experiences such as 
a study-visit with agricultural 
workers. 
9. cooperative education programs 
in agriculture where students 
are released from part of the 
school day. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. only those vocational students who 
desire to become members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
ISSUE: Wliat clientele enrolled in agricultural 
education in the public school system should 
become members of the FFA? 
OPTIONS: Clientele enrolled in agricultural education 
in the public school system who should become 
members of the FFA include: 
1. all vocational students in a 
production agriculture course 
of study. 
2. all v<-'c;itlon.il students In a 
non-product j i>n agriculture 
course of study. 
J. all vocnfioiinl students enroll. 
In an orientation to agri f iil t-ire 
courses of study, such as 7th 
and 9til grade programs. 
5. only those avocational students 
who desire to become members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
ISSUE: What aspects of the FFA program for students 
enrolled in the public school system should 
occupy in-class instructional time? 
OPTIONS: Aspects of the FFA program for students 
enrolled in the public school system which 
school occupy in-class instructional time 
include: 
1 2 3 
1. planning any FFA activity in the 
chapter program of activities 
2. conducting any FFA activity in 
the chapter program of 
activities. 
3. selected FFA activities which 
directly relate to the 
specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled. 
4. FFA activities which may not 
directly relate to the 
specialty area in which the 
student is enrolled. 
5. selected FFA activities which 
cart be utilized without taking 
time needed to teach content 
of the Instructional program. 
6. preparation for judging 
contests of a nature that is 
directly related to the 
specialty area In which the 
student is enrolled. 
7. preparation for any judging 
contest. 
8. activities specifically 
selected to develop leadership, 
citzenship and cooperation. 
9. record keeping for individual 
and chapter awards. 
10. preparation of individual 
award applications. 
11. fund raising projects which 
use minimal class time that 
relate to agriculture, have 
educational value and are 
conducted according to sound 
business practices. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 3 4 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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ISSUE: Wliat title should be used to describe agricul­
tural education programs in the Jubllc. school 
system? 
OPTIONS: The title of agriculture programs in the 
public school system should be: 
1. vocational agriculture. 12 3 4 5 6 
2. agricultural education. 12 3 4 5 6 
3. agriculture/asribusiness/natural 
resources education. 12 3 4 5 6 
4. vocational-technical education 
in agriculture. 
5. agricultural education and 
renow.ible natural resources. 
6. vocational agriculture/agri­
business. 
7. agricultural and natural 
resources education. 
8. agriculture/agribusiness 
education. 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
THANK YOU 
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Table 33. Positions ordered by the percent of acceptance 
among expert panel members 
Percenc Agreemenc 
Issue/Position 
Teacher Stacc 
N Teachers Educators Supervisors Total 
Purpose of Agricultural Education 
Orientation and Exploration 
Preparation for Employment or Self-
Employment 
To Develop the ''Total Individual" 
Up-grading and retraining 
Preparation tor Advanced Study at 
the Post-Secondary Level 
Preparation for Advanced Study at the 
Baccalaureate Level 
Develop the Abilities of Individuals 
to be Intelligent Consumers 
General Education of an Avocational 
Nature 
Clientele Who Should be Served by Agri­
cultural Education 
Students in Grades 9-10 
Rural Students 
Urban Students 
In-School Youth with Social, Physical» 
and Economic Handicaps 
Students in Grades 11-12 
Suburban Students 
Females 
Adults Seeking Employment in Occupations 
Requiring Knowledge and Skill in Agri­
culture 
Out-of-School Youth 
Out-of-School Youth and Adults With Social* 
Physical, and Economic Handicaps 
Students in Grades 7-8 
Out-of-School Youth or Adults Who Desire 
Knowledge and Skill in Agriculture for 
Personal Reasons 
Students in Grades K-6 
86 100 
86 100 
84 100 
85 95.7 
86 95.7 
86 69.6 
86 73.9 
86 39.1 
86 
85 
85 
8A 
86 
64 
84 
86 
86 
84 
86 
86 
85 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
91.3 
87.0 
52.2 
69.6 
65.2 
52.2 
100 
100 
100 
97.3 
97.3 
91.9 
78.4 
43.2 
100 
100 
100 
100 
97.3 
97.2 
100 
97.3 
100 
91.7 
81.1 
56.8 
37.8 
100 
100 
100 
100 
92.3 
88.5 
61.5 
26.9 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
96.0 
96.2 
92.3 
88.0 
65.4 
50.0 
52.0 
100 
100 
100 
97.6 
95.3 
84.9 
72.1 
37.2 
100 
100 
100 
100 
98.8 
98.8 
98.8 
95.3 
94.2 
79.8 
73.3 
57.0 
45.9 
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Table 33. (Continued) 
?«rc«nc Agreement: 
laaue/Positloo _ 
Tcachcr State 
Teacher» Educators Supervisors Total 
Croup Projects Related to Production 
Agriculture 86 100 94.6 92.3 95.3 
Exploratory Experiences 85 73.9 75.7 80.0 76.5 
Practice/Experience in the School Labora­
tory» oo the School Grounds, or Farm Dur­
ing Class Tlw 86 69.6 59.5 76.9 67.4 
Acceptable Types of Supervised Occupational 
Experience/Practice for Students Enrolled 
In Non-Production Agriculture 
Placement in Agribusiness 86 100 100 100 100 
Projects of an Entrepreneurial (Owner­
ship) Nature 86 100 100 100 100 
Cooperative Education Programs in 
Agriculture 86 95.7 97.3 100 97.7 
Projects Related Exclusively to the Specialty 
Area In Which the Student is Enrolled 86 91.3 97.3 100 96.S 
Practice/Experience in the Laboratory» on 
the School Grounds, or Farm Separate From 
Scheduled In-School Instruction 86 95.2 97.3 96.2 96.5 
Group Projects of a Non-Production 
Agriculture Nature 84 95.2 94.6 96.2 95.2 
Home Projects of Non-Product ion Nature 86 100 91.9 84.6 91.9 
Exploratory &cperience 86 73.9 78.4 76.9 76.7 
Practice/Experience in the Laboratory, 
On the School Grounds, or Farm During 
Class Time 86 60.9 54.1 80.8 64.0 
Clientele Enrolled in Agricultural Education 
All Vocational Students in Production 
Agriculture 86 95.7 97.3 92.3 95.3 
All Vocational Students in Non-Production 
Agriculture 86 95.7 97,3 92.3 95.3 
Avocational Students 85 43.5 44.4 19.2 36.5 
Vocational Students in an Orientation 
to Agriculture Course of Study such as 
7th and 8th Grade Programs 85 26.1 33.3 19.2 27.1 
Only Those Vocational Students Who 
Desire to Become Members 85 26.1 22*2 23.1 23.5 
Aspects of the FFA Program Which Should 
Occupy in-Class Instructional Tiae 
Activities Specifically Selected to Devel­
op Leadership, Citizenship, and Cooper­
ation 65 100 100 100 100 
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Table 33. (Continued) 
Percent Agreement 
Issue/Posicion N Teachers 
Teacher 
Educators 
State 
Supervisors Total 
Concent of Agricultural Education 
Agricultural Production B6 100 100 100 100 
Agricultural Supply and Service 76 100 100 100 100 
Agricultural Mechanics 86 100 100 100 100 
Agricultural Products 83 100 100 100 100 
Ornamental Horticulture 81 100 100 100 100 
Horticulture 81 100 100 100 100 
Renewable Natural Resources 85 100 97.3 100 98.0 
Forestry 85 95.5 97.3 100 97.6 
Other Types of Agriculture 85 95.5 97.3 96.2 96.5 
Clientele Who Should Be Required to Conduct Super­
vised Occupational Experience/Practice Programs 
All Vocational Students Enrolled in a Pro­
duction Agricultural Course of Study 86 95.7 100 100 98.8 
All Vocational Students Enrolled in a Non-
production Agriculture Course of Study 86 95.7 97.3 100 97.7 
Students Enrolled in Classes for Orientation 
to Agriculture Such as in Grades 7 and 8 84 27.3 22.2 23.1 23.8 
Students Enrolled In Non-Vocational Agri­
cultural Education Programs 85 26.1 25.0 19.2 23.5 
Students Receiving Agricultural Instruc­
tion in Grades K-6 83 9.1 8.3 20.0 12.0 
Acceptable Types of Supervised Occupational 
Experience/Practice for Students Enrolled in 
a Production Agricultural Program 
Supervised Farming Projects 
(Enterprises) 34 ICC 100 100 100 
Projects of an Entrepreneurial (Owner­
ship) Mature 86 100 100 100 100 
Projects Related to the Specialty Area in 
Which the Student is Enrolled 85 95.7 100 100 98.8 
Farm Placement 86 100 100 96.2 98.8 
Practice/Experience in the School Labora­
tory, on the School Grounds, or Farm Sep­
arate from Scheduled In-School Instruction 86 100 100 96.2 98.8 
Cooperative Education Programs 86 95.7 97.3 100 97.7 
Home and/or Farm Improvement Projects 86 100 100 88.5 96.5 
Supplementary Farm Projects 86 100 100 88.5 96.5 
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Table 33. (Continued) 
Percent Agreement 
issuc/Posltlon 
Teacher State 
N Teachers Educator» Supervisors Total 
Selected FTA Activities Which Directly 
Relate to the Specialty Area of Instruction 
Selected FFA Activities Which Can be 
Utilized Without Taking Time Needed 
to Teach Content of Che Instructional 
Propraa 
Record Keeping for Individual and Chapter 
Awards 
Fund Raising Projects Which Use Minimal 
Class Time That Relate to Agriculture, 
Have Educational Value» and are Conducted 
According to Sound Business Practices 
FFA Activities Which May Not Directly 
Relate to the Specialty Area in Which 
the Student Is Enrolled 
Preparation for Judging Contests Related 
to the Specialty Area in Which the 
Student Is Enrolled 
Planning Any FFA Activity 
Preparation of Individual Award Appli­
cations 
Conducting Any FFA Activity in the 
Chapter Program of Activities 
Preparation for Any Judging Contest 
The Title Which Should be Used to Describe 
Agricultural Education Programs 
Vocational Agriculture 
Vocational Agriculture/Agribusiness 
Agricultural Education 
Agriculture/Agribusiness/Natural 
Resources Education 
Vocational-Technical Education in 
Agriculture 
Agricultural Education and Renewable 
Kncural Resources 
Agricultural and Natural Resources 
Education 
Agriculture/Agribusiness Education 
66 100 
86 100 
86 100 
86 100 
86 91.3 
86 100 
86 82.6 
86 87.0 
86 52.2 
86 43.5 
85 56.5 
85 39.1 
85 
85 
85 
85 
85 
85 
4.3 
0.0  
0.0 
0 .0  
0 .0  
96.6 
89.2 
89.2 
83.8 
86.5 
86.5 
78.4 
54.1 
45.9 
18.9 
67.6 
16.2  
16 .2  
0 .0  
0.0  
0 .0  
0.0  
0 . 0  
96.2 
100 
100 
100 
92.3 
92.3 
80.9 
69.2 
53.8 
52.0 
32.0 
16.0 
0.0 
0 .0  
0 .0  
0.0 
96.5 
95.3 
95.3 
93.0 
91.9 
91.9 
83.7 
70.9 
54.7 
36.0 
60.0 
27.1 
12.9 
0.0  
0.0 
0 .0  
0.0 
0.0 
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CONCERNS IDENTIFIED DURING SEf-ENAR 
ISSUES 
Agricultural Education as a part of the Public School System: 
Is the mission of agricultural education (K-14) to address the educational 
needs in all aspects of agriculture/agribusiness/natural resources? 
Is the mission of agricultural education (K-14) to include all students, as 
described in PL9'^-482 or some subset as their logical clientele? 
How do we develop the vocational agriculture program to effectively meet 
the needs of diversified student populations? 
How do we develop the articulation and program flexibility to provide maximum 
educational opportunity for students of agriculture? 
How should the program in agricultural education be organized and evaluated 
to provide a programatic concept in carrying out the mission of agricultural 
education? 
How should the role of supervised occupational experience and student organ­
izations be identified and described to carry out the mission of agricultural 
education? 
Who should be responsible for leadership in agricultural education and what 
leadership roles and styles are needed along with how may they best be 
located and coordinated? 
How can resources be identified, acquired, and used effectively? 
ISSUES 
The Development of Professional Teachers of Agriculture for the Public School 
System in the Future ; 
How can vo-ag teachers manage their time, instructional program, resources, 
and professional committments? 
What is the role of the teacher in working closely with students, parents, 
school personnel, advisory committees, community, and other groups? 
What should be the nature and extent of certification requirements for vo-ag 
teachers? 
How do teacher education programs provide realistic technical training for a 
variety of backgrounds? 
What are the crucial professional competencies of vo-ag teachers? 
158 
Should teacher education programs be designed to train teachers for secondary, 
post-secondary, and adult students? 
What will the working environments/conditions including standards, salary, 
and support services be in order to recruit and retain vo-ag teachers? 
What partnerships will be needed with agribusiness and industry, government 
agencies, local educational units and others in recruitment and retention of 
teachers? 
What certification requirements will be needed to recruit and retain agri­
cultural teachers in the 80s? 
How can agribusiness, industry, and the local community provide financial, 
moral, and physical support needed by the vo-ag teacher? 
Is year-round instruction essential for a quality vo-ag program? 
What should be the educational technology (computer software, E.T.V., video 
cassetts, self-instructional packages, etc.) for agricultural education in 
the 80s and 90s? 
What support is needed by the vo-ag teacher in the area of curriculum materials? 
Who should determine when local equipment and facilities need updating/replacing 
and who should provide the finances for such improvements? 
What supervision of local program of vo-ag/agribusiness should be provided by 
the state department of education or vocational education? 
ISSUES 
Adult Education as a part of the Public School System; 
Should adult instruction be an integral part of vo-ag? 
How should adult instruction be viewed in relation to the vo-ag program 
(integral, overload, vocational or general education, etc.)? 
Who should the vo-ag adult instruction serve, and how should their needs be 
determined? 
How can a comprehensive program be developed to meet the needs of adult groups? 
What is the role of agricultural educators in articulating educational programs, 
public and private, for adults in agriculture? 
How can agricultural education utilize other agencies and organizations to 
achieve critical mass for teacher education and program delivery? 
How do we obtain and maintain state and local funding to support young farmer 
and adult programs in agricultural education? 
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Will state and local financial support for adult education as part of year-
round program in agricultural education be affected by what appears to be 
possible duplication of services by various state agencies, institutions, and 
organizations? 
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APPENDIX F: TABLE 34 
Table 34. Correlation of administrator' 
demographic characteristics 
PURPOSE OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
General education of an avocational nature 
Orientation and exploration 
Preparation for advanced study at the post-
secondary level 
Preparation for advanced study at the 
baccalaureate level 
Preparation for employment or self:-employment 
Upgrading and retraining 
To develop the "total InJlvidual" 
Develop the abilities of individuals to be 
intelligent conumers 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD BE SERVED BY AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION 
Students in Grades K-6 
Students in Grades 7-8 
Students in Grades 9-10 
Students in Grades 11-12 
perceptions of selected national Issues with selected 
Principal (N=163) Superintendent (N=130) 
AdmïnistraJion "^StudLlf Administration Students 
Experience 
-.07 
.10 
. 19 
.07 
.40 
.05 
.55 
-.01 
.89 
.04 
.64 
-.04 
.62 
.00 
.94 
-.17 
.03 
- . 1 2  
. 1 2  
-.07 
.38 
-.15 
.008 
. 02  
- . 1 2  
.04 
.60 
.04 
. 60  
.03 
.74 
-.09 
. 2 6  
.25 
.001 
- . 1 2  
.13 
- .02  
.80  
.13 
.10 
.03 
.73 
- . 2 0  
.01 
-.15 
-.14 
.01 
- .08  
-.001 
.99 
-.003 
.97 
-.03 
.74 
- .11 
. 2 1  
- . 0 2  
.80 
-.04 
.63 
-.01 
.94 
-.14 
. 13 
- . 1 8  
.04 
- .08  
.37 
-.05 
-.06 
-.04 
-.04 
-.16 
.06 
.04 
.68 
.06 
.48 
- .01 
.89 
.10 
. 2 8  
-.17 
.05 
-.04 
.69 
.03 
.77 
.07 
.45 
-.04 
.64 
-.05 
- .16  
Out-of-school youth 
Adults seeking employment in occupations requiring 
knowledge and skill in agriculture 
Out-of-school youth or adults who desire knowledge 
and skill in agriculture for personal reasons 
Rural students 
Urban students 
Suburban students 
In-school youth with social, physical and economic 
handicaps 
Out-of-school youth and adults with social, 
physical, and economic handicaps 
Females 
CONTENT OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Agricultural production 
Agricultural supply and service 
Agricultural mechanics 
Agricultural products 
Ornamental horticulture 
Horticulture 
^Coefficient/significance. 
•  12 .01 .08 
.11 .90 .39 
• 08 -.05 .16 
.34 .59 .07 
.04 -.01 .10 
.59 .88 .28 
.11 -.15 -.06 
.14 .08 .52 
•00 -.09 -.17 
•97 .31 .05 
•02 -.17 -.21 
.83 .05 .02 
.01 -.13 -.27 
88 .13 .002 
07 ^ -.07 
37 .70 .40 
07 -.07 -.06 
34 .41 .51 
_i05 -. 16 
07 .54 .07 
^  - . 0 8  - . 2 8  
002 .004 .08 
05 -.11 -.21 
54 .20 .02 
02 - •02 - .18 
78 .82 .04 
10 -'09 .04 
01 .31 .64 
12 -.11 10 
11 .21 .24 
Table 34. (Continued) 
Principal (N=163) Superintendent (N=130) 
Years of Number of 
Administration Students 
Experience 
Years of 
Administration 
Experience 
Number of 
Students 
Renewable Natural Resources 
Forestry 
Other types of agriculture 
CLIENTELE WHO SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO CONDUCT 
SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/PRACTICE PROGRAMS 
All vocational students enrolled in a production 
agricultural course of study 
All vocational students enrolled in a non-production 
agriculture course of study 
Students enrolled in non-vocational agricultural 
education programs 
Students enrolled in classes for orientation 
to agriculture such as In grades 7 and 8 
Students receiving agricultural instruction in 
grades K-6 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/ 
PRACTICE FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN A PRODUCTION AGRI­
CULTURAL PROGRAM 
Supervised farming projects (enterprises) 
Home and/or farm improvement projects 
Supplementary farm projects 
-.05 
.54 
- . 1 0  
. 2 1  
•  02 
.75 
.03 
.73 
.01 
.94 
.08 
.31 
.12 
.06 
.02 
.77 
.02 
.83 
.04 
.66  
.06 
.48 
-.03 
.67 
.00 
.96 
.02 
.79 
.06 
.48 
. 1 1  
.17 
.00 
.98 
.04 
.04 
.02 
. 82  
.02 
.83 
.004 
.95 
.02 
.82 
.06 
.53 
.07 
.44 
.04 
.66 
.08 
.35 
.08 
.37 
.003 
.97 
.09 
.13 
.05 
,55 
.02 
.86 
.10 
. 26  
• 04 
.  66 
-.09 
.32 
.17 
.06 
.07 
.43 
.03 
.73 
-.03 
.76 
- .08 
.36 
.001 
- • 1 1  
.04 
.64 
.001 
.99 
- . 02  
.80 
.04 
.69 
Group projects related to production agriculture 
Projects of an entrepreneurial (ownership) .03 
nature .72 
Projects related to the specialty area in which -.05 
the student is enrolled .50 
Farm placement 
Practice/experience in the school laboratory, on 
the school grounds, or farm separate from 
scheduled In-school instruction 
Practice/experience in the school laboratory, on .06 
the school grounds, or farm during class time .43 
. 09 
Exploratory experience» 
Cooperative education programs 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/ 
PRACTICE FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN NON-PRODUCTION 
AGRICULTURE 
.02 
Home projects of non-production nature 
Placement in agribusiness 
Group projects of a non-production agriculture .05 
nature .54 
Projects of an entrepreneurial (ownership) 
nature 
Projects related exclusively to the specialty area .08 
in which the student is enrolled .30 
. 002  - . 22  - . 12  
.97 .01 .16 
•05 -.14 .02 
.55 .11 .86 
.00 -.15 -.09 
.99 .08 .33 
•04 -.19 .01 
.66 .03 ,90 
.03 -.18 -.07 
.69 .05 .42 
.04 -.13 -.11 
.61 .15 .21 
.02 -.04 .03 
.13 .04 ,08 
.08 -.10 -.12 
.33 .25 .18 
.01 -.14 -.12 
.86 .12 .17 
.06 -.24 -,20 
.41 .01 .02 
.04 —.13 —.08 
.63 .14 .35 
.18 -.23 -.06 
02 .01 .53 
05 -.16 -.10 
56 .07 .28 
Table 34. (Continued) 
Principal (N=163) Superintendent (N»130) 
Years of Number of 
Administration Students 
Experience 
Years of 
Administration 
Experience 
Number of 
Students 
Practice/experience in the laboratory, on 
the school grounds, or farm separate from 
scheduled in-school instruction 
Practice/experience in the laboratory, on 
the school grounds, or farm during class 
time 
Exploratory experience 
Cooperative education programs in agriculture 
CLIENTELE ENROLLED IN AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION WHO 
SHOULD BE MEMBERS OF THE FFA 
All vocational students in production agriculture 
All vocational students in non-production 
agriculture 
Vocational students in an orientation to agri­
culture course of study such as 7th and 8th 
grade programs 
Only those vocational students who desire to 
become members 
Avocational students 
Projects related to the specialty area In which 
the student is enrolled 
Farm placement 
.06 
.45 
.02 
.77 
.05 
.52 
.02 
,75 
.03 
.04 
.07 
.41 
.07 
.37 
.04 
.63 
.11 
.15 
.05 
.50 
.01 
.85 
• 03 
.  66 
-.09 
. 2 6  
.01 
.89 
.13 
.09 
. 1 1  
.03 
.04 
.60 
.07 
.39 
• 10 
.19 
.14 
.08 
.00 
.99 
.04 
. 66 
.24 
.01 
. 1 6  
.07 
.11 
. 21  
.03 
.70 
.15 
.13 
.07 
.40 
.05 
.58 
.01 
.88  
.01 
.89 
• 15 
.08 
.03 
- .11 
.23 
- • 1 1  
.23 
-.15 
.57 
- .08 
.37 
.05 
.04 
.06 
.47 
.01 
.93 
.11 
.23 
.02 
.79 
.09 
.33 
.01 
.90 
Practice/experience in the school laboratory, 
on the school grounds, or farm separate from 
scheduled In-school instruction 
Practice/experience in the school laboratory, .06 
on the school grounds, or farm during class time .43 
.09 
Exploratory experiences —j 
Cooperative education programs 
ACCEPTABLE TYPES OF SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE/ 
PRACTICE FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN NON-PRODUCTION 
AGRICULTURE 
• 02 
Home projects of non-production nature 
Placement in agribusiness 
Group projects of a non-production agriculture .05 
nature .54 
Projects of an entrepreneurial (ownership) 
nature 
ASPECTS OF THE FFA PROGRAM WHICH SHOULD OCCUPY 
IN-CLASS INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 
Planning any FFA activity -.06 
.46 
Conducting any FFA activity in the chapter -.03 
program of activities .71 
Selected FFA activities which directly relate -.06 
to the specialty area of instruction .43 
FFA activities which may not directly relate 
to the specialty area in which the student —^ 
is enrolled 
•03 -.18 -.07 
.69 .05 .42 
.04 -.13 -.11 
.61 .15 .21 
.02 -.04 .03 
.13 .04 .08 
.08 -.10 -.12 
.33 .25 .18 
01_ -.14 -.12 
86 .12 .17 
06 -.24 -.20 S: 
4r TÔT TÔ2 5Î 
04 -.13 -.08 
63 .14 .35 
18 -.23 -.06 
02 .01 .53 
06 —. 20 —. 03 
42 .02 .71 
07 -.14 -.04 
41 .11 .66 
07 -.19 .09 
37 .03 .32 
01_ -.19 -.01 
87 .03 .87 
Table 34. (Continued) 
Principal (N-163) Superintendent (N=130) 
Years of 
Admlnis tratlon 
Experience 
Number of 
Students 
Years of 
Administration 
Experience 
Number of 
Students 
Selected FFA activities which can be utilized 
without taking time needed to teach content 
of the Instructional program 
.01 
.94 
-.03 
.66 
-.14 
.12 
-.02 
.83 
Preparation for judging contests related to the 
specialty area in which the student: is enrolled 
.04 
.63 
-.03 
.67 
-.13 
.15 
.04 
.63 
Preparation for any judging contest -.08 
.06 
-.01 
.11 
-.10 
.08 
-.11 
.12 
Activities specifically selected to develop 
leadership, citizenship, and cooperation 
-.04 
.57 
-.06 
.47 
-.15 
.09 
.07 
.42 
Record keeping for Individual and chapter awards 
.09 
.24 
-.09 
.27 
-.13 
.15 
-.05 
.60 
Preparation of individual award applications 
-.06 
.46 
-.03 
. 66 
-.04 
.67 
-.04 
.62 
Fund raising projects which use minimal class 
time that relate to agriculture, have educational 
value, and are conducted according to sound 
business practices 
-.06 
.43 
.06 
.48 
-.24 
.01 
.05 
.54 
THE TITLE WHICH SHOULD BE USED TO DESCRIBE AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Vocational agriculture 
.15 
.06 
-.16 
.05 
.000 
.999 
-.02 
.81 
Agricultural education 
.01 
.90 
-.01 
.92 
-.18 
.05 
-.13 
.14 
Agriculture/agribusiness/natural resources 
education 
.15 
.06 
.09 
.25 
-.03 
.76 
-.05 
.60 
Vocational-technical education in agriculture 
.07 
.34 
.03 
.67 
.04 
.62 
-.03 
.72 
Agricultural education and renewable natural 
resources 
Vocational agrlculture/agribusiness 
Agricultural and natural resources education 
Agriculture/agribusiness education 
--06 -.07 
08 .52 .44 
j_l -.08 -.12 
15 .36 .17 
05 -.07 -.11 
55 .43 .23 
06 -.14 -.18 
43 .11 .18 
a> 
00 
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DISTRIBUTION OF STATES BY REGION OF COUNTRY 
Central Region 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Iowa 
Minnesota 
Illinois 
Wisconsin 
Indiana 
Ohio 
Michigan 
Western Region 
Colorado 
Wyoming 
New Mexico 
Montana 
Idaho 
Utah 
Arizona 
California 
Oregon 
Washington 
Alaska 
Nevada 
Southern Region 
Florida 
Georgia 
Alabama 
Louisiana 
Tennessee 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
West Virginia 
Oklahoma 
Texas 
Arkansas 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Atlantic Region 
Maine 
Vermont 
New Hampshire 
New York 
Connecticut 
Massachusetts 
P ennsyIvania 
Rhode Island 
Maryland 
Delaware 
New Jersey 
